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Diane Sharrow 
R5CHG.IN("enviro@cybrzn.com'') 
7/19/98 9:34am 
Manistique Papers, Inc. -Reply 

To show that a violation ofRCRA has occurred; the Agency must show that a company has 
illegally stored, treated or disposed of a hazardous waste. Hazardous waste is defined in Title 40 
of the Code of Federal Regulations. It must be either characteristic, i.e., a TRIC waste (Toxic, 
Reactive, Ignitable or Characteristic - usually D or F Waste Codes) as defined in 40 CFR Part 
261, or it must be specifically listed (these wastes generally are P or U waste codes) in 40 CFR. 
Please note that PCBs are a not haz waste under RCRA, but are covered by TSCA. At MPI we 
were anlayzing for characteristic/TCLP waste, since there are no listed wastes at MPI. In 
particular we were looking at TCLP wastes, those that might leach (again see 40 CFR Part 
261for a definition). Even if we find such wastes, they must exceed certain levels to be 
considered a hazardous waste under RCRA. These levels are in 40 CFR 261. Howver, we also 
looked to see if the wastes contained PCBs and exceeded ecological data quality levels, but 
these are not enforceable numbers under RCRA. These are numbers EPA's RCRA progran uses 
in a corrective action to clean-up. If a site did not ever treat, store or dispose of a hazardous 
waste under RCRA , EPA cannot take corrective action under RCRA at a site. If site is severely 
contaminated, ut nver Treated, stored or disposed under RCRA - Superfund is typically used to 
get at these types of sites. 

It is my understanding that the State can use its 201 program to get at any site that is 
contaminating the nvironment. I am not sure what DEQ is doing under 201 at the MPI "dump" -
I know wells have been installed for some type of closure, but this closure is under State law 
andnot Federal. 
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June 8, 1998 

Re: EPA's RMA Sampling 

Dear Deborah: 

LANSING, MICHIGAN 

I am writing to express my chagrin that as of noon Monday, June 8, 1998, we still have 
not been provided with a copy of the sampling plan that the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency ("U.S. EPA" or the "Agency") intends to follow commencing tomorrow 
morning at Manistique Papers, Inc.'s ("MPI") residual management area ("RMA"). As you !mow, 
when we spoke last week, we expressed concern about the very rushed schedule proposed by U.S. 
EPA for the sampling. Although the Agency apparently has been planning this sampling event 
for quite a while, we were not advised of that fact until Friday, May 29, 1998, only one week 
in advance of the proposed scheduling. Despite that short notice, and our concern about our 
ability to line up the necessary personnel and resources on such short notice, we reluctantly 
agreed to proceed with U.S. EPA's schedule. 

Incidentally, when we spoke to the State of Michigan, Department of Environmental 
Quality ("MDEQ" or the "Department") about its intentions with respect to the option to 
participate in the RMA sampling event, the Department was as surprised about the short notice 
and lack of details as we were. In fact, MDEQ called our consultant in order to find out more 
information on the proposed sampling schedule, quantity and types of samples. 

That agreement to proceed was predicated on the understanding that the sampling plan or 
at least those portions identifying the number and types of analysis which would be undertaken, 
would be provided to us promptly, but in no event later than the end of last week. Although we 
understand that U.S. EPA may not ordinarily provide such plans in advance, this entire sampling 
program, including the November 1997 RMA sampling, was predicated upon mutual cooperation. 
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We have done our part and in this instance, within a couple of hours on June 4th of your 
designation of your preferred recipient of the relevant information, we promptly express mailed 
and faxed copies of MPI's results of the split sampling from the U.S. EPA's November 1997 
sampling event, the well logs showing the screened intervals of our groundwater monitoring 
network, a map showing the monitoring well locations utilized for that network and MPI' s sample 
results from its groundwater monitoring network. In addition, immediately upon receipt from 
MDEQ the next day, we forwarded copies of MDEQ's split samples from MPI's regular 
groundwater monitoring program for the RMA. 

I urge U.S. EPA to immediately fax the groundwater sampling plan directly to Del'.nis 
Bittner of Bittner Environmental Engineering, Inc. at (906) 789-9977 (phone number (906) 789-
1511). Please also fax me a copy at (313) 962-0176. 

Under the circumstances, if U.S. EPA's contractors were not already "on their way," I 
would have requested that you postpone the scheduled sampling. I hope you are able at least 
provide us with the sampling plan as soon as possible today. 

Finally, when U.S. EPA's sample results become available, you have assured me that the 
Agency will promptly share those results with us. 

Thank you. 

Very truly yours, 

Steven C. Nadeau 
SCN/mrb 

cc: Leif Christensen, MPI 
Dennis Bittner, Bittner Engineering, Inc. 

DET03/201461.l 
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U.S. EPA would also like to sample from several areas that were 
not sampled in November 1997. These areas include the sources of 
all materials (flyash, wastewater treatment sludge, etc.), being 
disposed of in the RMA, and the wells that had been installed 
around the RMA just prior to U.S. EPA's November 1997 sampling 
inspection. U.S. EPA is asking MPI to provide the exact location 
of all the wells, and the screened intervals, within 5 days of 
the facsimile receipt of this letter. 

In addition, U.S. EPA is requesting MPI to advise the Agency 
within 5 days of the facsimile receipt of this letter as to 
whether or not it will accept responsibility for the 
characterization and proper disposal of all sampling and 
investigation derived wastes (IDW); including those generated by 
U.S. EPA and its contractor, as well as the Michigan Department 
of Environmental Quality, and MPI (if DEQ and MPI elect to split 
sample with the U.S. EPA). 

Once U.S. EPA receives MPI response to our request for well 
information, and whether or not MPI will handle the IDW, U.S. EPA 
will provide MPI with a copy of the draft sampling plan. The 
sampling plan will be based, in part, on the well information we 
have requested from you. 

Enclosed are the draft analytical results of U.S. EPA's split 
samples from of the November 1997 sampling inspection. Please 
note that the U.S. EPA is currently attempting to make a 
determination of the validity of all sample analysis done by ITS. 
U.S. EPA is requesting that MPI provide the analytical results of 
MPI's split samples from the November 1997 sampling inspection 
immediately upon facsimile receipt of this letter. 4 

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this 
sampling inspection, or concerns over granting U.S. EPA access to 
the MPI plant and the RMA. I can be reached at 312-886-6610. 

Deborah Garber 
Assistant Regional Counsel 

4 U.S. EPA's request for information from MPI on the wells, and with regards to the 
analytical results of the November 1997 spilt sampling, is being made under Section 3007 of 
RCRA. 

Recycled/Recyclable • Recycled Paper (20% Postconsumer) 
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BII"I"IIER EIIGIIIEERIIIO, IND. 
113 SOUTH 70TH STREET, ESCANABA, MICHIGAN 49829 • 906-789-1511 

Mr. Duane Roskoskey, 
Environmental Quality Analyst 

October 10, 1994 

Waste Characterization Unit, Waste Management Division 
M.iehigan Depa_rtment ofNatural P ... esources 
P.O. Box 30028 
Lansing, M1 48909 

OCT 11 1994 

RE: Manistique Papers Inc. 
Inertness Designation 

Dear Duane: 

This letter will confirm our phone conversation of October 6, 1994 during which I provided you with 
a list of questions that we will be asking during the October 11, 1994 meeting in Marquette with 
MDNR. While additional questions will be asked, the following questions are those which we feel 
you will most likely be asked to respond to, as you attend the meeting by phone. 

1) What is the definition of"environmental contamination" as discussed in Item 14 (c) of the 
draft inertness designation? 

2) What is the definition of"additional information" as discussed in Item 14 (b)? 

3) Why does the proposed list for quarterly testing of the material as outlined in Item 6 include 
parameters which were of no concern in the original inertness evaluation. 

If other questions arise prior to the meeting, we will provide you with the additional information. 

DBB/jr 

Sincere.ly, .• < . -) 

/""'"' c::__ 
.· '. i /:V- 1-z;;ttl;;~ 
. J/ 

Dennis B. Bittner, P.E. 
Project Manager 

cc: Frank Opalka, Cliff Clark, Jack Rydquist, Rob Schmeling, Margie Ring- MDNR 
LeifChristensen, Tom Arnold, Jim Cook, Jason Panek- Manistique Papers, Inc. 
Claudia Rast- Dickinson, Wright, Moon, VanDusen and Freeman 

- ~ CJENIVJS B. BIT"TNER, P.E., PRESIDENT 
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'· 

~~- l1nni.st:Jquo Papnrs' operHt.i.oils have ne.vet· di.sdua·god PCB .into th~~ 
Hrmistiqne. JHvcr. Th" Hnnistique Papers mill hot' IH:W<lr us<"l the type u( 
n•cydml paper, known as "hardwhl.t<\s," .which mny at one t.imo have eon­
t:olned T'Cil, Jnstnnd, HnnJ~t;ique !'of"'"" has used on! y p,rouullwood recycl ~d 
paprn: which does uot: l'ontatn l'()ll. Exh:lbH A nl Jlo. 

1, The old 1:lv"r slip, whlc.h has now boen fillod, hns bMn stnbHb.ed "'' 
that its soil does not: ~mt<'r the. Manistique !liver. Exh.l.bJt A nt 4·S. 
Horcov<!r, n s"'npUng progrnm eonducl:4'>d in 1986-117 show~d lhat thn PCil 
C(lfl_centrattou over the ent.Jre area nv·er.-ttgn(i !~. 9 ntg-/kg_, \Yhld1 i.s wel \ 
holow th<> soil c.l<,anup ntantlartl of 25 mg/kg for outdoor rost:rJctocl access 
tll"P.-Il~ 1:l'pec.f_f1od Jn the Env:f.rcmme.ntnl Prot:ectJon 1\gp.ncy Toxtc. ~;ubsttJnce8 
Gontrol /let:. 'PGB !lpUJ GlrHlntlp Polley s"t out: 11\: 52. Fnd. Reg. 1061\S 
119117). l'xldhlt A rJt 5, 

t,, The m11jor "Xlo>rno1 sotlt'C.f.' of !'Gil t:o t.h~ Hrudst:Jqtot:> RJver 1\(lG is ptc>IHibly 
nlmospher.lc. dcposJUon whkh ls g1obnl Ju oLig.lu. Exhibit/\ llt: 7--fl. 
Although no ev.i.rlonc"' nx.i.st.s imUcoli.t1g, thnt l'tnn:istlquc P(ipe-.rs has cont.r-ih­
utml PGH to t:l:Hl HunJnt.Jque Rivor 1 nnother pot·.ct1tiul locnJ PCB source llrw 
buP.n Jdnntif.icd, t.1w Cfty of Hnrl.inttque wnst.owtrL'l~.r t.r~ntment: plnnl. 
ExldhH /1 nt 3·'•· 

'",. flhH:hnrges ot PCB L<_l the. Hnni~t~que lUver AOG huve bm~.n {\f.~(:ff~n~:ing :.lnce 
Lhr• nn•·ly 1970s. Exldh.il /1 at i-9. 

Tn short. t:hern .is simply no o:v.i.dence tot: tlw propoAlL:iou t:hn1·: tlH~ Hlv~·r ~;\ips 
Sit(~ Js n ~oureo of Pl;B, Any PCB found in the Mnn.ir1Llquo H-i.vnr has hnm1 c.ClHlJ-jhnt· 

Pd by ot.lwr ~unrct!B. 

lind-or thesn c-lrc.umntnn(:eR, d{)lh;tlng of t.:ho Jeiver S.l_ipB r.)lh~ ·is cl~. .. Htrly t-lppio­

rrjALf'-A Otn- ttnde:rst:ond.l.ng :i.l':l thnt flich:fgnn u~_pnrt.ment: of Nutur.nl H~fHltl"P,".N:·< 

f"tl1>t1H") poUcy iR to dellst a locaU.on ~~hen: 

E i thor: 

I. Tlu~ ·lncatJon iB no longer n "Stt;(t! of En-v.ironmenl.t-\1 Cnllt.~wlinFil.inn: 

Oil: 

··1·~-.lensf>d coutmn_·iruJnts hnve bCf·'ll r(-~movnd t.o tho po.int. \.,rlt~!.n~ tlO env\Tonmou­

t:n 1 lnjttr_·y T"f-',mtl.i_n!~. 

~8ou_rc(Js of th0- r·(d en~c( s) or potent i.al -r~J ons<~( s) 

-th" pr~~"nt <tml future 1'-Jt.tent am\ l.mpt:t<ots of t;h" role.rH«.>(H) 

-tho nffP.et:Jt·<·n~ss nnd "aRtH of nltcrnatJves for rem~dy.ing t.lte rde.use( s) 
or potcnti.nJ r<"lN:ta<~(H) 

nnd nny necp~nnry Jntcrjm rc-.sponso tH.·.tJonn A:n.., compleLf.~d, tmd 



I 
Hesonrr:ns ( 

1l. ll. Thn 8 itc lvm bc"n fully <>valuated "" In 11. II., end tl.t.cre Js 
Agreement. m1mng ti1c lnvolvcd ~tnte rtgmtcl~.s thnt Ho f.u:rt:lwr re~;ponf:o tH'-ti.ons 
noed to proct>.ed nt: s-tato oxp1~.nRc. 

At:ln<:hment lo mQmonmdum <lrtt<•d. Horch 5, 19ll7 from Hlclimd f:. John" to Tom 
Work, Rod Hosier, nnd /1ndrew llog~rth, altochod hm·do llf' E>:hi.hit N. 

Th" Rlv<>r Rllps SJI:o sat..tsfle.s the nbove erHerio. H1·11t, t.h•> River Slips 
S1tt'- ls not, fH!rl _nov('r bos be~n, H nsit:e of P..nv-Jrom:nnnt.ltl c.emt.omJnaLlbn, ~" f.~.~ 
it hAs never. i.ujure-d o:r thrt~atene.d to lhj,.tre tht_!. t?!tlV.t r<mnttmt or tlH'! publ.f.e health, 
snfcty or. welf11re. SP.e H.C.l •. A. §299.603(d) nnd (k). Socond, t.lw Hlvc:r. Slips 
Sit e. \Uls fu 11 y (",\'fl 1 u·a··l-~d through tho Rhl' proe.t":~H~, and t.hero j_ sobv lous Jy no ne.;d 
for r0.nponse aeLJ.ons t.o proc~ed fll stot(~ ~~xpen.sn at o loc.at.ion wh.i.ch has not tn­
jnn•d or threotenml to injure til<\ <>nv ll:onment o1• tho puh l:lc '"'n lth, safely or 
""lfaxe. s"" !LC.L.I\. §299.603(dL ll)' NGNR'~ OWJI slllmlnr•b, u ... ]liver Slips 
Sil:e shou.ld b<' dellBted. 

Thr:'! Rlver SJ·ipH Sitn RhouJd nlno b~ d0..listorl br.cnttsA th~ Act Jf\7 ~toring pro­
u~sn is fntnlly .Lln"'H~'.l) th~-~J:(~hy ·.i.nvnl.tciNti.ng th0 !\t.~t. ](17 Lif--d.r->. tlnd bf•C:tnisr.• l·ho 
Rtver SLips SJtn hrm noL hf.~en ?-.-I~~!E!~) l _ _y '~-valtJutt~(_i, r..nnt-rrny to t.lw r~quix~1110nLr-; 
of Act. 307. 

1\r. you know~ t:ln~ A<:t 107 LJnL:::. mu:--Jt he derived from n numoch.:nl ri.f:':k o.ssr.~~~­

ll1ent morlol dcv(\loped by tiH• R:lllt!~ ("Um T1od~ln), l'1.C.l..A. §?Q9,606(h). Act 307 
nlRo Jn:ov.lrlcs Uwt the SLat:~~ sha.ll 11 (r::]uhmil. Uw 2 }:!HI lngs , .. fr....,r Jlttbli.c lwnr-
.inp," g"ogrnphfcally tllnpen1od throughout tho sl:~t~. ." M.C.J,.A. §2~lg.(,!J6(n). 

~cet:ion 5 of At.:t" 301 n•qu:ir(':n the go·vern.or ot tho governor's d.f•si.gun'-"!. t.:o pro­
nmlgo.b:~ ru1e>s pnrmw_nt to tho fi.fddgnn Admln.tstrAti.vo Proct~dure:'l AcL, H.C.L./1.. 
§§2lt.2_0J -~:!: ~.9q. ("APJ\ 11

), nt~ce:mHlry to c:nrry t.mt thn n\qu.l'r<~tnnnt:.o:. of 1\r:t 
107. ILC.L./1. §/.99.60.5. Abo, S•cUon 6 of /let 307 t·pquit~~ that. t'l num<•tlcol 
J:.l.~k Ufi.S(~fH:;rnr-nt·- modnl lH~ rkvt-dopt~d to n~!'-iC!H; thn nrP1nt.lVf' f'J'(-~!~I">nl. find pot~ntinl 
1H\7.Ht:d~ pof;ed t.o the p11ldlc hf>-Alth, t:of::tf<!-Ly or \-oio'lfro'"f~ hy (':rtGh rdt.(\ .idt'ntJLl<'d 
pnrsullnlc t.o" /let :lf.l7. H.G.J •. A. §299.60~(h). 11>c. Hod<.>l wnf> V.> lw "'brnJI:t<'d to 
pt1!1] -J,~. h~Hl·ings H!l(l 1-1 l,'-·ucerlu1~e tor r;hnng:i_hg t.he t1r:uJoJ \lllls to !H.• dnvr-.lOIH~.d nnd 
i.ncludr-~d -In rulN'J JHOilHllgnl.t:~d 11ltder /l.f:t :107. H.C.I../L §?.99,(-i06(C',), 

Wl'dle genernJ.ly "[ i.Jt iB tnw tltnt . on ltdm:hd~>t.rntlv~ ngt~uc:s is tml. rr..-
rpdrnd to prnruulg11tn d(~t.wiJt.'d rulf~s .iHterprnt:i.np, ev~:ry ~tnl.ut.ory pnw.h.;lou thnt 
rnny ln· ud~vnnt to Jtn {\ctJnnn [ _, o) ntntut.e; mn.y, holY'r-VcJ·. ·Impose o duty Ln do 
>«>." !'ttli(.lo_y,_H,,ek,_\!1[, ]')P, F.7d 'i03 (lOt:h G:l1·. 19!15) (cilAt..intls omitted). The 
l('~p,.i:-dntun._.,, hn!; commnndod th~ p:rnnm1gnt.1on of rulN::: for t:hn ~nforc.l"!mPnt rlf f\ct 
JOl. 11.r..J..A. ~299.6W;. ln tlisr:ctm~Jng the Hodel, th<' le1:lslotnro .t"'l"LnHl the 
prornul gat ion, llH t:ulcs, of bot It !'.he Ni>del lniUnlly nnd (lf :1 Hodel llmendmAnt ]ll:oc<>­
durc. H.C.l .. /1. §299.1\06(b), The Hod<,] t<On publ:l~hed un .Jnn<' 10, 1983, nnd puhlic 
henr.lngs wm:e lwlcl ami communt:s occepted bofoto the Hod~.! IVIIK flnolly adopted hy 
11llNR ;" November, l98:J. 

/Llllmugh tho Hodel woe publ.lshed, puh.Hc hMr!ngs won' held nml CPmme.ntr• were 
nr.copLed bofote the Hodel wos l:lnn11y adopted, th<' nppll.cnhlc rulemttkl.ng tequJ.rn­
nmnts '""r" nol rnet h.,ct>tlse: (1) tho Model ellis not submltted to the joint eootmH.­
tee on ndm.lnJHtrutJvc. tn]~H, the leglslrttlv~~ sorvir.~~ huronu, or thn go\a:!":rnor 1R 



r ~ -

t 
office, as requJr<"rl by t1.C.l •. A. §24.2.41(2); (Jl) no regulatory i.mp!H:t sl.<tl.,,tn<~nt 
''as submlt.te<l as reqtdred hy H.G.J •. I\. §2.1!-245(2); nnd (Ui) tho Ho.J••l was not 
rU.,<J In the oJTicc of th" Secretory of Stnt:e, 115 reqttirtld hy li.C.T..I\. §24.2M>. 
1\l,;o, JiUNI< hns fnUNl to comply wi.th the mllmlntory rn<poln,mnnt: tJmt It promulgate, 
ns a· rule, 11 procedure for tlw amendment of tim liod~l, althoup,h !I Site I\$SMsment: 
Syst:ntn Hod(!!l R('l!vtc'k1 Cormnit:.tne htts boen hold:t.ng· t:egulnr. lf\t~Ot-:ing3 f.IJnoe Oc:tohc.r 13, 
19R6. 

Th~ Moci(';l_ woR h('l<l t~o be nn turp.r.:om\Jlgated rule: by J\hig.o PHlr.Lck J. G<..tttlJ..n Jn 
91"Jill.llll .. .:'i<;!~J.l<::<>"L...!!!<i"-.Y .. ~ .G••Y.<'r, sUp op No. B6-:Jlo';t,(I/\W (Washt:<>~llnW Gnt.y. CJr. 
Ct., Oet_ 19, 1988). ln !JgJrn~!J, th<> Jndgo issued a 1~rH of mm1<lnmus ord~.d.ng 
fHJNH t:o pr:otm.tlgnl:e t.hn ruins necMIHII:"Y ttudor 1\ct: 307, Rj><H:JHenlly the fi•>d<d and n 
prncoe<lnr" for nwiHJng th<' HodeL Tite judge rnfusnd to <•ttjoln Ml)NR' s J•ublJcati.cm 
of H"' Final 1\ct: J07 l'rlorlty l.ists bncllUSo'! tlm llst:s lutd Blr.,ndy [,,,.,, pubHsh<"l. 

A rn In '~'hic.h i_s not promulgr.ttf'd in sub~t11nt.f.n] f:omplJtmcP 'v.l th th'~ :rf.~quJro-

m<ll>ts nf Lhe 1\l'/\ ;, lnvnl.irt 1111d tuwnforc.<Htldn. fl. G. L.A. §:•1<.243. ,J()E.!lfl~fl .. V:. 

llep't.<>f~~~!?XX<'nlioi!f'.• J(,) tl:ldt- App. 20, ldl\ N.\4.2<1 <Ill. (l9fl7), rmd !,~_ili:\U\'Q.<:l!.:J 
Jm:,.J2'!_,_y. :r:a~·'l~!:fr>Phi<: C]t~ims <'!ll§.Q_C,.,,_, !65 tUch. ilpp. 2711, ltiH N.\1. 2d 70tl 
( 1 9 R 7) . J n -~_t.;_QX..JJ . .!!~L!~g~ r..~ __ t .. J?..~XYJ ~-~-.). __ _l.!!f: -~ ..... .Y.~ ... ..J:U.~~.hJP./~-~~--.J1~~-p_

1

_ t __ _(_) L __ ;?_tn_~: ~ .... .EL:_.l_,(_~e -~ 20 
!ticlt. Apr. 5()2, 1ft, N.\1.2<1 29B (1970), the JiJchtgnn Court. d. Appenls rocognJ:>:ed 
tho gPJH~x-nl pr::inclpl~ that ml fnvA.l.i.d tldnLitli.Ht:rllt:.ivl~ lulr! i.~ \.ltH':nforceohl~. As n 
n•snl!: of f!DNR'r. faUu:rn to ptop~rly promulgnt:c i.hH Hodnl, tfnulf'tlque l'nptll:s hns 
J,Uf:'H pt:evr:ntod from ch;1l1f~rtf~lng t.lte Hodol nud :it _if, Jnvnl:id. Hccliust~ Lhn titH1~~1 .i~ 

:luvnlld, H.IJNR'r: sc.o>c.l.lli; of t.ht• IU.'"" SlJps Sftn J~ l.nvA U.d IHtd tlllNH mAy uot: r.coru 
th~ JUvP..r f,l__ips SJtf!. for Jne.hmion Jn the Act 307 Ll.$Lf< nnti 1 it: hns promulgated 
liH~ Hodel (If.< rl n11o. 

Hor~OV(~r, P\'011. ·If a voU.d hct 307 8CfH:·Jng mnUwd exJr;tPcl~ LliH .l:i!"-.;t.ing· of UH,~ 

Rh.rer Sl.Jps Sj_tf) wo11ld r;t_ilJ he invnLid because lHJNR lws not cnndHc.tnd 1111 llmnw1 
<"JtdunUon of tho Rh,•r Slipfl Slt.c for FJsctll Yenr 19'10, rw it Js roqul.red to do 
by Ad·: 107. H.C.L.A. §299.606(o). MUNll'.s duty to JHHform 11tH11ltJ\ nvnllllltion~ <'f 
•P-nrh s.U:e Wllf1 rP:ccntly rnnffJrmcd by thf'; cmn:L J.n Gclnmn. H1~re~ n r('\<~vnlunt.ion 

nf 1:Jt('; Ri.ver ~il:ips ~·ile tvhJch taY.es th~ RAP and Dr.·\:~;"_lrl-;; 1 ~: conmwn!~$ into Ac<:ount 
~~'<mld nnt.::f'.RArtri_1y -h~nd to th~ cone.lus.1on thnt t·itf~ .Hivt.>t SJ.ips S·lt.r• s11fJuld hf'_ :n•­
moved fl·om tiH~- Ar:t 307 Lj::;.ts. WP., thfl_rp_.fo:r.'c rnq11esl. LllftL HONH r<'HltlVC~ the Ri_vet 
f-11 ip~.: Sft~. from t.lu~ F-Lilnl F.fscnl YeAJ' 1990 At":.L 30/ L.-ir-:1-.F; for the TNlsons Ht:nt(';d 
nfH,Vt"\. 

Thn.nk ynu fot yonr nttentjo.n tn this mnth:":r. Jf you lt~lV(-' nny quos-t.-.ionr: ~\bout 

it, p.l. eonn do Jlot he~; ll11 Lt:• t·n <:011 Lnct mo. 
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T£LECOPI£R !313) 962-0176 
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ERD-REMEDIAL ACIION 
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MICHIGAN NATIONAL TOWE:FI 
SUITE 1-<100 

LANSING, MICHIGAN 489.33 
TELEPHONE 15171484·8282 

1655 PALM B£ACI-I LAKES BOULEVARD 
SUITE 600 

WEST PALM BEACi-1, F"LO!=IIOA 33-401 
TELEPI-IONE (4071 683-3400 

2250 GLAOES ROAO 
BOCA RATON. f"LORIOA 33431 
TELEP .... ONE (4071 395-7505 

Mr. Steven J. Harrington 
Act 307 Section 

FEDERAL EXPRESS 

Environmental Response Division 
Michigan Department of Natural Resources 
200 S. Washington Square 
Lansing, Michigan 48393 

Re: Manistique Papers, Inc. Residuals Management Area 

Dear Mr. Harrington: 

Enclosed herewith is a letter from our firm's client, Manistique Papers, 
Inc. ("Manistique Papers") which both responds to your letter to Leif 
Christensen of October 11, 1988 and sets out Manistique Papers' comments on 
the inclusion of the above-referenced location on the Proposed Fiscal Year 
1990 Michigan Sites of Environmental Contamination Priority Lists. 

On January 9, 1989, Andrew Gabe 1 of your office agreed in a te 1 ephone 
conversation with me to extend the date for filing comments on this location 
to January 19, 1989. A hard copy of the enclosed letter has also been sent 
to you by Manistique Papers today. Given, however, that the express mai 1 
service available to Manistique Papers will guarantee delivery in 48 hours 
but not in 24 hours, I am sending you the enclosed copy on telecopy paper as 
well, to ensure that you have received these comments by the January 19 
deadline. An identical hard copy of the enclosed letter mailed by our 
client today should reach your office on January 19 or 20, 1989. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Very truly yours, 

Robert A. Hykan 

RAH/lyc 

cc: Mr. Lei f Christensen 

C9168x 
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MANISTIQUE PAPERS, INC. 
453 S. MACKINAC AVE.~ MANISTIQUE. Ml 49854 • 906-341-2175 

LEIF CHRISTENSEN 

PRESIDENT- GENERAL MANAGER January 18, 1989 

Mr. Steven J. Harrington 
Act 307 Section 
Environmental Response Division 
Michigan Department of Natural Resources 
200 S. Washington Square 
Lansing, MI 48933 

Re: Manistique Papers, Inc. Residuals Management Area 

Dear Hr. Harrington: 

RECEIVED 

JAN 2 0 1989 

ERD-RE!v1EDIAL ~\C liON 

This letter responds to your letter to me of October 11, 1988 regarding the 
l'fanistique Papers, Inc. ("l1anistique Papr~rsn) ResiduAls Management Area ("R~fA"), 
and sets out !1ani"tique Papers' comments on th<> inclusion of the RHA in Group 2 of 
Priority I.ist One of the Proposed Fiscal Y<'ar 1990 Michigan Sites of Environmental 
Contamination Priority Lists ("Act 307 I.istt<"). Your October 11 letter rurp0rts 
to sr~.t out thl";! rationale for placing the RHl\ on the Act 307 Llsts issued pursuant 
to the 11ichigan Environmental Response Act, 1982 P.A. 307, as amended, M.C.I..A. 
§§299.601 et. seg. ("Act 307") I would respectfully submit, however, that ycur 
n_nalysis is bnsed on a number of factual misunderstandings and there is no leg:i_tJ·­
mate basis for keeping the RMA on the Act 307 I.ists. 

Before responding to the four points made in your October 11, letter I bnl.i"''" 
it would be useful to review the history of this matter, which reveals that tlw 
RHA has been included on the Act 307 Lists only on the basis of unsubstant!.Ated 
rumor and speculation. The RMA was first included in the Proposed Act 307 Lists 
publl.shed in November 1983. With regard to the basis for that listing, a December 
1983 internal Michigan Department of Natural Resources C"MDNR") memorandum stated 
that anonymous allega.tions had been made to MDNR regarding barrel disposal at the 
RMA. Memorandum dated December 7, 1983 from Gary Kl.,pper to Tom Work and Earl 
Olsen, ai:tached hereto as Exhibit A. MDNR invest.lguted the allegations and deter­
mined that no barrels of liquid waste had been sent to the RMA and that there oras 

no evid>nce to indicat" that hazardous material had been deposlt:ed at th<> RMA. 

Id. TI1e memorandum states thnt ~ffil'.'R had "insufficient information to conclude 
this is a site of 'emd.ronmental contaminntl.on' as defined by Act 307, P.A. 



Mr. Steven J. llarrin(';.n 
January 18, 1989 
Page 2 

1982." Accordingly, the RMA was deleted from the Final Act 307 Lists issued in 
February 1984. 

The RMA reappeared on the Fiscal Year 1987 Act 307 Lists and has remained on 
all Act 307 Lists issued since then, even though there continues to be no reliable 
information that supports listing the RMA. My understanding is that one critical 
piece of data on which MDNR apparently relied for placing the RMA back on the Act 
307 Lists was the analysis of a soil sample taken from the bank of the Manistique 
River in 1985. A laboratory used by MDNR initially found that the sample con­
tained a polychlorinated biphenyls ("PCB") concentration of 1,800 mg/kg. Letter 
dated November 26, 1985 from Timothy McGarry to the undersigned, attached hereto 
as Exhibit B. A re-analysis of the soil sample, however, performed at the request 
of Manistique Papers, confirmed that the 1,800 mg/kg figure was erroneous. We 
were subsequently advised by Steve Casey of MDNR that the actual PCB level was two 
orders of magnitude lower, or reduced by a factor of 100. 

Subsequently we requested that MDNR correct Hr. McGarry's November 26 letter 
on this point, but MDNR has declined to do so. At any rate, HDNR's erroneous 
sample result does not provide a vaH.d basis for determining the extent of PCB 
contamination in the Manistique River, let alone whether the RMA is a ·source of 
PCB. Moreover, a letter from the undersigned to Frank Opolka of HDNR dated April 
17, 1987, attached hereto as Exhibit C, confirmed that sampling and testing at the 
Manistique Papers mill dating back to the early 1970's indicated that the mill was 
not a source of PCB contamination. The letter also set out seven other potential 
sources of PCB contamination of the Hanistique River and again requested removal 
of the RMA from the Act 307 Lists. 

Mr. Opolka responded in a letter to the undersigned dated June 5, 1987, at­
tached hereto as Exhibit D, which stated that the rationale for listing the RMA 
was contained in a June 17, 1986 memorandum written by Diane Raycraft of the MDNR 
Site Assessment Unit. That memorandmn, attached hereto as Exhibit E, speculated 
on the possibility that the residuals at the RHA contained PCB. Mr. Opolka conced­
ed in his June 5 letter, however, that no documentation supported Ns. Raycraft's 
speculation. He stated that the listing of the RMA stemmed from a mere "assum­
ption" that PCB was pre~~nt in the residuals and that, without evidence confirming 
that assumption, "we also question the validity of that listing and consequently 
agree with you." Mr. Opolka also noted that a hydrogeological study was underway 
at the RMA which would clarify the PCB issue and assured Manistique Papers that 
the RMA would be included on the Fiscal Year 1988 307 Lists only "if there is 
actual documentation to justify it." 

The only new evidence which has been developed since Mr. Opalka's June 5, 1987 
letter is contained in the "Hydrogeological Study For Manistique Papers', Inc. 
Residual Management Site" ("Hydrogeological Study") dated January 1988 and pte­
pared by Bittner Engineering, Inc. Appendix E of the Hydrogeological Study, at­
tached hereto as Exhibit F, shows that PCB was not detected in leachate tests of 
residuals placed at the RHA. In short, not only is there no evidence to support 
MDNR's previous assumption that the RMA may be a source of PCB, but the 
Hydrogeological Study now affirmatively demonstrates that that assumption is incor­
rect. 
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II. RESPONSE TO OCTOBER 11 LETTER 

Manistique Papers submitted the Hydrogeological Study to MDNR, along with a 
request to have the RMA removed from the Act 307 Lists, in a letter dated January 
8, 1988 from the undersigned to James C. Forney of MDNR, attached hereto as Exhib­
it G. More than nine months passed before Manistique Papers received the courtesy 
of a response to that letter, in the form of your October 11, 1988 letter. In 
responding to your letter I must note initially that it is more significant for 
what it does not say than for what it does say. Most importantly, your letter 
sets out no evidence showing that the RMA is a source of PCB or that it is a site 
of environmental contamination 1<ithin the meaning of Act 307. That proposition 
remains, as Mr. Opalka stated in his June 5, 1987 letter with respect to PCB, 
merely an assumption unsupported by documentation which affords no justifiable 
basis for keeping the Rl~ on the Act 307 Lists. 

With respect to the four points in your letter, I would respond as follm;s: 

1. MDNR Comment: The data provided in the Hydrogeological Study clearly 
demonstrate the degradation of near surface groundwater, downgradient of the RMA. 

Response: The Hydrogeological Study demonstrates that, in the immedi-
ate vicinity of the RMA, there are only minor increases above background level in 
the concentrations of the parameters measured for that study, which are not statis­
tically significant and do not pose a significant threat of environmental contami­
nation. Hydrogeological Study at 12, attached hereto as part of Exhibit II. To 
begin with, the quality of the leachate from the RMA and of the groundwater at the 
s"ven monitoring "ells used in the Hydrogeological Study comport with the Federal 
Primary Drinking Water Standards. Compare Hydrogeological Study at 12 and 20 with 
40 C.F.R. §§141.11 and 257.4, Appendix I (all attached hereto as Exhibit H.) 
Moreover, the Hydrogeological Study demonstrates that ~<ithin a few hundred feet of 
the RMA, at monitoring wells 6 and 7, the quality of the groundwater is yet better 
than at the RMA and continues to be generally equivalent to background levels. 
Hydrogeological Study at 12, Exhibit H. 

With respect to your comments regarding monitoring well 2, which is immediate­
ly southwest of the RMA, we stand by our view that well 2 is upgradient of the 
RMA. MDNR itself has previously agreed that the groundwater in the vicinity of 
the RMA flows from southwest to northeast. Letter dated July 14, 1988 from Robert 
Schmeling II to the undersigned, p. 2, attached hereto as Exhibit I. The flow 
lines of the groundwater to which your letter refers are attributable to the low 
permeability of the residuals at the RMA, as shown in the Hydrogeological Study at 
9-10, attached hereto as Exhibit J. Water flowing from the southwest toward the 
northeast is diverted by the residuals and forced to take a circuitous route to 
the north and then to the east because the residuals virtually stop the flow ·of 
water through the RMA. This explains why flo~< lines in the vicinity of monitoring 
well 2 are not paralleled to the ove~all flow direction of the groundwater to the 
northeast. 

Regarding the water quality at well 2, that well is located very near the 
RMA. Any elevation in the levels of the parameters measured at that ~<ell is rela­
tively minor. Hydrogeological Study at 12, Exhibit H. Horeover, I must again 
stress that the water quality is yet better within a few hundred feet of the RMA 
at wells 6 and 7. Id. 
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2. MDNR Comment: The chemical analyses submitted f.n the Hydrogeological 
Study are insufficient in scope to determine the nature of the contaminants 
present. 

Response: We were surprised and disturbed to receive this comment 
because MDNR has previously approved the work plan for the Hydrogeological Study 
and has never before indicated that the organic chemical analyses referred to in 
your letter are necessary. Letter dated July 2, 1986 from Robert Schmeling II to 
Dennis Bittner (setting out parameters which MDNR stated should be monitored) and 
February 23, 1987 from Robert Schmeling II to Dennis Bittner, attached hereto as 
Exhibit K. In addition to receiving written approval for the Hydrogeological 
Study work plan, we have spoken about the contents of the study on a number of 
occasions with Messrs. Opalka and Schmeling, Clifton Clark and David Dennis of 
MDNR. For MDNR to first raise an issue about organics almost two ysars after HDNR 
approved the work plan and more than nine months after the completed study was 
submitted to MDNR is patently unreasonable. 

Moreover, there was no need for the performance of organic analyses as part of 
the Hydrogeological Study because the residuals hauled to the RMA are composed of 
cellulosic wood fibers and natural mineral clay and do not contain organic chemi­
cals. For this reason, during our discussions with MDNR on the Hydrogeological 
Study Work Plan, we did not propose to conduct analyses of organics and MDNR did 
not require that we do so. In addition, the Hydrogeological Study demonstrates 
that the residuals in the RMA are inert, Hydrogeological Study at 21-23 (attached 
hereto as Exhibit L), so that even if the residuals contained organics, they would 
not escape into the environment. Your letter assets that "evidence exists to 
indicate that materials other than 'inert' substances have been deposited11 at the 
RMA, but does not state what that "evidence" is. Again, this is mere speculation 
on MDNR's part. Indeed, the only information on this issue of which we are aware 
shows, as the Hydrogeological Report concluded, that the residuals are inert. 

3. MDNR Comment: The Hydrogeological Study indicates a strong likelihood 
that water quality in the underlying fractured limestone bedrock has been adverse­
ly affected by the RMA. 

Response: Again, this comment is sheer speculation for which there is 
no evidence whatsoever. In addition, you apparently have not considered two impor­
tant factors which make it highly unlikely that contamination of the lower aquifer 
has occurred. First, the in-situ permeability of the residuals would prevent 
migration of water through the RI1A and thus would serve as a protective layer for 
the lower bedrock aquifer. Hydrogeological Study at 9-10, Exhibit J. In fact, 
the. residuals are so impermeable that no water was encountered at any of the 18 
locations where soil borings were taken for the Hydrogeological Study, even when 
borings were advanced through the residuals and into the nativP soils to depths 
where water was known to exist in the surrounding area. Hydrogeological Study, 
Appendix B, attached hereto as Exhibit M. 

The second factor which would protect the lower bedrock aquifer is the pres­
ence of thick layers of rock encompassing the thinner, more permeable zones capa­
ble of producing water. The presence of this lower permeability rock actually 
places the aquifer under artesian pressure, which was observed by Manistique Pa­
pers' environmental consultant, Dennis B. Bittner, P.E., during drilling into the 
formation at a site approximately 1/2 mile west of the RMA. 
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In short, there is no evidence that a hydrogeologic connection exists between 
the upper fractured limestone and the lower aquifer and there is no basis for 
concluding that the RMA has adversely affected that aquifer. 

4. HIJNR Comment: The Hydrogeological Study's conclusion that "groundwater 
quality recovers within a few hundred feet" (Pg. 18) has no basis. 

Response: Initially, I wish to correct a misunderstanding that appears 
to exist regarding the locations of the monitoring wells. Contrary to the state­
ment in your letter, the distances associated with monitoring wells 6 and 7 were 
not incorrectly transposed in the Hydrogeological Study. Rather, the reference 
point for measuring the distances to these wells was monitoring well 5, not the 
edge of the RMA. Well 6 is about 900 feet from well 5, and well 7 is about 500 
feet from well 5. Well 5 was used as a reference point because it is within 100 
feet of the Rtl/1 and may be impacted by standing water or ponded runoff from the 
RH/1. Well 5 is thus an appropriate reference point for measuring the rate of 
travel from the RHA to other locations. To further ~larify this situation, I 
would also note that well 6 is about 500 feet, and well 7 is about 800 feet, from 
the edge of the RMA. 

Applying the rate of travel set out in your letter of 55 feet per year over 
the 14 plus years that the RH/1 has been used indicates that any substances which 
may have been transported during that period would have moved about 800 feet. 
This distance is significantly greater than the 500 feet between the RHA and well 
6 and the 500 feet between well 5 and well 7, while it is roughly equivalent to 
the distance between the RH/1 and well 7. If any substances from the RHA or the 
groundwater near well 5 wore migrating to wells 6 or 7, they would have reached 
those wells by this time. They do not, however, reach wells 6 and 7, as shown by 
the quality of the water in those wells, which is yet better than the quality at 
well 5. Hydrogeological Study at 12, Exhibit II. This result proves the validity 
of the statement in the Hydrogeological Study that "groundwater quality recovers 
within a few hundred feet" of the RH/1. 

III. DELISTING TilE RMA 

/1. Procedural Errors in Development of Risk Assessment Hodel and Failure to 
Conduct Annual Evaluation 

The RH/1 should be delisted both because the Act 307 scoring process is fatally 
flawed, thereby invalidating the Act 307 Lists, and because the RHA meets the 
delisting criteria established by HDNR policy as well as certain sit~-specific 
criteria which you have articulated. 

With respect to the procedural issue, as you know, the Act 307 Lists must be 
derived from a numerical risk assessment model developed by the State ("the Hod­
el''). H.C.L.A. §299.606(b). Act 307 also provides that the State shall ''[s]ubmit 
the 2 listings ... for public hearings geographically dispersed throughout the 
state. . . "M.C.L.A. §299.606(e). 

Section 5 of /let 307 requires the governor or the governor's designee to pro­
mulgate rules pursuant to the Hichigan Administrative Procedures Act, M.C.L./1. 
§§24.201 et seg. ("/\P/1"), necessary to carry out the requirements of Act 
307. M.C.L./1. §299.605. Also, Section 6 of /let 307 requires that a numerical 
risk assessment model be developed to assess the "relative present and potential 
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hazards posed to the public health, safety or welfare by each site identified 
pursuant to" Act 307. M.C.L.II. §299.606(b). The Model was to be submitted to 
public hearings and a procedure for changing the Model was to be developed and 
included in rules promulgated under Act 307. M.C.L.A. §299.606(c). 

While generally "[i]t is true that ... an administrative agency is notre­
quire.d to promulgate detailed rules interpreting every statutory provision that 
may be relevant to its actions [,a] statute, may, however, impose a duty to do 
so." Pulido v. Heckler, 758 F.Zd 503 (lOth Cir. 1985) (citations omitted). The 
legislature has commanded the promulgation of rules for the enforcement of Act 
307. H.C.L.A. §299.605. In discussing the Hodel, the legislature required the 
promulgation, as rules, of both the Model initially and of a Model amendment proce­
dure. H.C.L.A. §299.606(b). The Hodel was published on June 10, 1983, and public 
hearings were held and comments accepted before the Hodel was finally adopted by 
MDNR in November, 1983. 

Although the Model was published, public hearings were held and comments were 
accepted before the Hodel was finally adopted, the applicable rulemaking require­
ments Were not met because: (i) the Model was not submitted to the joint commit­
tee on administrative rules, the legislative service bureau, or the governor 1 s 
office, as required by H.C.L.A. §24.241(2); (ii) no regulatory impact statement 
was submitted as required by H.C.L.A. §24.245(2); and (iii) the Hodel was not 
filed in the office of the Secretary of State, as required by M.C.L.A. §24.246. 
Also, HDNR has failed to comply with the mandatory requirement that it promulgate, 
as a rule, a procedure for the amendment of the Model, although a Site Assessment 
System Hodel Review Committee has been holding regular meetings since October 13, 
1986. 

The Model was held to be an unpromulgated rule by Judge Patrick J. Conlin in 
Gelman Sciences, Inc. v. Guyer, slip op No. 88-345481\W (Washtenaw Cnty. Cir. 
Ct., Oct. 19, 1988). In Gelman, the judge issued a writ of mandamus ordering 
MDNR to promulgate the rules necessary under Act 307, specifically the Hodel and a 
procedure for revising the Hodel. The judge refused to enjoin HDNR's publication 
of the Final Act 307 Priority Lists because the lists had already been published. 

A rule which is not promulgated in substantial compliance with the require­
ments of the APA is invalid and unenforceable. H.C.L.A. §24.243. Jordan v. 
Dep't. of Corrections, 165 Mich. App. 20, 418 N.W.2d 914 (1987), and League 
Gen'l. Ins. Co. v. Catastrophic Claims Assoc., 165 Mich. App. 278, 418 N.W.2d 708 
(1987). In Sterling Secret Service, Inc. v. Michigan Dept. of State Police, 20 
Mich. App. 502, 174 N.W.2d 298 (1970), the Michigan Court of Appeals recognized 
the general principle that an invalid administrative rule is unenforceable. As a 
result of HDNR's failure to properly promulgate the Hodel, Manistique Papers has 
been prevented from challenging the Hodel and it is invalid. Because the Hodel is 
invalid, ~IDNR's scoring of the RMA is invalid and HDNR may not score the RHA for 
inclusion in the Act 307 Lists until it has promulgated the Hodel as a rule. 

I have just learned today that MDNR has proposed emergency Act 307 rules. 
Time constraints preclude my commenting in this letter on the legal or technical 
merits of the rules. For now, I would simply reiterate that the Act 307 Lists 
will be valid only if the scoring system established by the rules is technically 
sound and promulgated in accord with procedures required under Act 307 and the API\. 
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Moreover, with respect to the RMA, even if a valid scoring method existed, the 
listing of the RMA would be improper because, to our knowledge, MDNR has not con­
ducted a new annual evaluation of the RMA for Fiscal Year 1990, as it is required 
to do by Act 307. M.C.L.A. §299.606(a). MDNR's duty to perform annual evalua­
tions of each site was recently reaffirmed by the court in Gelman. 

B. COMPLIANCE WITH DELI STING CRITERIA 

The RMA should also be delisted because it meets the general criteria set for 
delisting by MDNR, as well as certain site specific criteria which you have articu­
lated. 

Our understanding is that MDNR policy is to remove a site from the Act 307 
Lists when: 

Either: 

I. The location is no longer a 11Site of Environmental Contamination: 

-released contaminants have been removed to the point where no environmental 
injury remains. 

-the potential for injurious release has been removed. 

OR: 

II. A. The site has been investigated sufficiently to fully determine: 

-sources of the release(s) or potential release(s) 

-the present and future extent and impacts of the release(s) 

-the effectiveness and costs of alternatives for remedying the release(s) or 
potential release(s) 

and any necessary interim response actions are completed, and 

II. B. The site has been fully evaluated as in II. A., and there is 
agreement among the involved state agencies that no further response actions 
need to proceed at state expense. 

Attachment to memorandum dated March 5, 1987 from Richard S. Johns to Torn 
Work, Rod Mosier, and Andrew Hogarth, attached hereto as Exhibit N. 

I submit that the RMA falls within both of the delisting criteria set out 
above. First, the RMA is not and never has been a ''site of environmental contami­
nation." As the llydrogeologlcal Study demonstrates, there is no evidence that any 
release from the RMA has caused injury which would justify its treatment as a site 
of environmental contamination. With respect to the second delisting criterion, 
the RMA has been fully investigated and there is obviously no need for any state 
funded response action at a site, such as the RNA, which does not threaten to 
injure the environment or the public health, safety, or welfare. See M.C.L.A. 
§§299.603(d) and (k) (providing that a "site" of "environmental contamination" is 
a location where there is a "release of a hazardous substance, or the potential 
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release of a discarded hazardous substance, in a quantity which is or may become 
injurious to the environment, or to the public health, safety, or welfare.") 

You have also advised Mr. Bittner that the RMA would be delisted if there were 
no evidence that the RMA was either contaminating the lower bedrock aquifer or 
acting as a source of organics or chlorinated organics. I have already demonstrat­
ed that there is no basis for concluding that the RMA either contaminates the 
lower bedrock aquifer or releases organics. The RMA is also necessarily not a 
source of chlorinated inorganics, because !1anistique Papers does not employ a 
chlorination process in its manufact.uring operations. Thus, the site-specific 
criteria which you have articulated for delisting the RI1A have also been met. 

As I have noted, MDNR is required to evaluate annually each Act 307 site, 
including the RMA. Here, a re-evaluation of the RMA which takes the 
Hydrogeological Study into account would necessarily lead to the conclusion that 
the RMA should be removed from the Act 307 Lists. We therefore request that 11DNR 
remove the RI1A from the Final Fiscal Year 1990 Act 307 Lists for the reasons stat­
ed above. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If you have any questions about 
it, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

MANISTIQUE PAPERS, INC. 

afLj ~L4__U}(__ 
Leif Christensen ~ 

LC:blr 

Copies: Mr. Frank Opalka 
Mr. Dennis B. Bittner, P.E. 
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13131 256-7813 

Mr. Andrew Gabel 
Site Assessment Unit 

DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48226 

TELECOPIER (3131 962·0176 

TELEX 235705 

January 10, 1989 

Environmental Response Division 
Michigan Department of Natural Resources 
P.O. Box 30028 
Lansing, Michigan 48909 

r-·-
.xc 1 Jl.,_.....o.i,&:_ 

.rl) / tJ,.--k___ 

1'4\C:HtGAN NATICIIIAL TOWI!:I'I' 
SUITE 1400 

LANSING, Po!ICHtGAN 48933 
T'I!:LI!:PHONE 15171 464·6262 

1!555 PALlo! BEACH LAKES I!IOULI£V"'-AO 
SUITE 1':100 

WEST PALI>G 1!1£.-.C:H, F"l .. QRIOA 33401 
TELI!:PHONI!: 14071 683-3•00 

2250 GLADES l'tQAO 
I!IOCA AATON. F"LO~tOA 3341131 
TI!:LEP"'ON£ l<ll0"7J 395·7505 

Re: Extension of Act 307 Comment Period/Manistique Papers and Munoz 
Machine Shoo Sites 

Dear Mr. Gabel: 

This letter will confirm the contents of our telephone conversation of 
January 9, 1989 regarding the above-referenced matter. You agreed to extend 
through January 19, 1989 the deadlIne for fill ng comments on the Proposed 
Fiscal Year 1990 Michigan Sites of Environmental Contamination Priority 
Lists with respect to the Manistique Papers site in Schoolcraft County and 
Munoz Machine Shop in Wayne County. We anticipate that comments will be 
filed regarding· the former site by Manistique Papers, Inc. and that comments 
will filed regarding the latter site by Steven G. Gordon. 

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. 

RAH/lyc 

C1625I 

Very truly yours, 

Robert A. Hyl<.an 

RECEIVED 

JAN 1 1. iS189 

ERD-REMEDIAL ACliON 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 

t.'ATURAL RESOURCES COMMISSION 

THOMAS J. ANDERSON 
MARLENE J. FLUHARTY 
GORDON E. GUYER 
KERRY KAMMER 
""'l. STEWART MYERS 

\VID D. OLSON 
1YMOND POUPORE 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

R1026 
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STEVENS T. MASON BUILDING 
P.O. BOX 30028 

LANSING, Ml 48909 

DAVID F. HALES, Director 

October 11, 1988 

Mr. Leif Christensen, President 
Manistique Papers Inc. 
P .0. Box 309 
Manistique, Michigan 49854 

Dear Mr. Christensen: 

Thank you for the information you provided for this Department's evaluation 
concerning the listing of Manistique Paper's Dump site in the Michigan Act 307 
Proposed Priority Lists for fiscal year 1989 (FY89). Your comments and the 
environmental data you submitted were carefully considered prior to the 
publication of the final FY89 Priority Lists in February of 1988. 

It has been brought to my attention that you have not been provided an account 
of the determination to maintain the Act 307 listing of the dump site. In this 
regard, I wish to detail the factors which formed the basis for this decision. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

The data provided in the January 1988 hydrogeologic study of the 
dump site clearly demonstrates the degradation of near surface 
groundwater quality, downgradient of the waste pile. Downgradient 
monitor wells #5 and #6 show elevated levels (significantly above 
background) for nearly all parameters tested. While the study 
infers that MW2 is hydrologically upgradient of the dump, static 
water level contour mapping demonstrates a flow component placing 
it downgradient of the waste pile. Data from this monitor well also 
reveals a degradation of groundwater quality. Monitor wells #1, 
#3, and #4 do appear to be representative of background groundwater 
qua 1 i ty. 

The chemical analyses submitted in the January 1988 report are 
insufficient in sco e to determine nature of the contaminants 
present. nalyses for organic chemica s of concern i.e. priority 
pollutants, base neutral acid extractables, cyanide, etc.) are 
absent. Evidence exists to indicate that material other than "inert'' 
substances have been deposited at the dump site. Without chemical 
specific organic analysis of environmental samples, it is impossible 
to evaluate the potential hazards posed by this site. 

The hydrogeologic study indicates a strong likelihood that water 
quality within the underlying fractured limestone bedrock has been 
adverself affected by waste pile. All soil borings at the site 
reported y encountered bedrock at 5 to 20 feet below grade. The 
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report suggests that, due to this limited thickness, the overburden 
"is not considered a usable aquifer'', (Pg. 16). While it is true 
that it may not constitute a usable aquifer by itself, it seems 
evident that the phreatic zone of the overburden is hydraulically 
connected with the underlying fractured limestone. The study finds 
soils throughout the area to consist primarily of course to medium 
sands lacking in "organic or clay like material" (Pg. 11). In the 
absence of any protective layer there is every reason to assume that 
contaminants which have leached to the water table have also migrated 
to the limestone aquifer. It is pointed out that most domestic wells 
in the area are finished in the fractured limestone bedrock. 
Unfortunately, no attempt has been made to ascertain the dump's 
effect on this productive aquifer. 

4. The Januar' 1 re ort 1 s conclusion that •• roundwater ~ualit' recovers 
within a few hundred feet'' Pg. 18 has no basis. As stated on Pg. 

17, monitor well #7 is located at the ''northeast extreme of the site 
and would be expected to be in the direct path of groundwater flowing 
from the site". While well #7 is indeed downgradient from the waste, 
it is also located 900 feet away (this distance is incorrectly 
transposed with the-alstance of well #6 on Pg. 18). The hydrogeologic 
report elaborates on the efforts undertaken to determine field 
permeability, hydraulic conductivity and the horizontal rate of 
groundwater flow, and then ignores these facts when interpreting data 
from well #7. The estimated horizontal flow rate (55 feet/year) when 
multiplied by the duration of disposal activities (14 years) indicate 
the maximum horizontal extent of a contaminant plume should be less 
than 800 feet. Since monitor well #7 lies outside of this distance 
it appears rather inappropriate to suggest that the lack of 
contamination in this well represents a recovery of groundwater 
quality. 

Based on the above factors, the listing of the Manistique Paper's Inc. dump as 
a site of environmental contamination is necessitated. It is our hope this 
listing will not be a static situation. Upon adequate investigation and 
remedial action, this site may be removed from future Act 307 Priority Lists. 
Until such time, any improvement in site conditions will allow us to reduce the 
site ranking accordingly. We look forward to the prompt implementation of 
investigatory and corrective measures at this site. 

Sincerely, 

~·~ 
Steven J. Harrington 
Site Assessment Unit 
Remedial Action Section 
Environmental Response Division 
517-373-4800 

cc: Mr. Joseph Polito, Henigan Miller Schwartz & Cohn 
Mr. David Dennis, Asst. Deputy Director, Region I, MDNR 
Mr. Earle Olsen, ERD, Region I, MDNR 

"Mr. Robert Schmeling II, WMD, Region I, MDNR 
Mr. Gary Klepper, ERD, MDNR 
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MANISTIQUE PAPERS, INC. 

C~CSOI=NT GENERAl M/\NAGC!=l 

Mr. James C, Forney 
Site Ao•eeoment Unit 
Remedial Action Section 
~nvironmental ReSponse Division 
Michigan Department of Natural Reoourcea 
8th Floor, Stevens T. Mason Building 
Lansing, MichigAn 48909 

Re: Comments on November, !987 Proposed Act 307 

Janu~try 8, 1981! 

Priority i.iata/"Manistique Pulp & Paper Company Dump" 

Dear Mr. Forney: 

The purpose of this letter is to provide my co'n1nent9 on, and request removal 
of, the "Mani•tique Pulp & Paper Company Dump" hom the Proposed Priority List for 
Sites of Environmental Contamination, dated November, 1987, prepared by the Michi­
gan Department of Natural Resource• ("MDNR") pursuant to the Michigan Environmen­
tal Response Act, MCL Sections 299.601 ~ ~ • ("Act 307"), The "Manistique 
Pulp & P11p<H Company Dump" ie actually a residuals management oite used primarily 
for the diopoAition of dewatero.d wastewater treatment plant Aludge from Manistique 
P!lp9rs, Inc's paper mill in Haniotique, Michi(lan. Authorization to""" the tit" 
for this purpose is contained in Manistique Papers' National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System ("NPDES") permit (HI0003166), The site io included in Group 2 
of the proposed Act 107 list with Rn SAS score of 04. 

In my letter dRted April 17, 1987, to Frank Opolka 1 (copy attached), Deputy 
Director of MDNR, 1 fully set forth, among other things, ~ request that the oit~ 
be removed from the Act 307 list, along with supporting documentation. In Frank 
Opolks'• response to this letter, dated June 5, 1987 (copy attached), he noted 
that the listing of the site wa~ based on an apparent assumption that 
polychlorinated biphenyls ("PCB' e") were present in the residuals taken to the 
sit-., and that th<.re "as no documentation of that relationship wh"n the fiscal 
year 1988 lists were developed. He stated that "without confir'lation o£ that 
condition, we also question the validity of that Li•ting and consequently agree 
with you." 

I am not s"'""" t)f any documentation that supports the listing. Furthe.,, ! am 
enclosing a hydrogeological study of the reAidual• management •ite prepared by 
Bittner Engineering, Inc. •• additional documentation in support of this request 
for removal of the site from the Act 307 li•t• The report shows: 

1. PCB'a were not dotected in leachate tests of residuals placed at the site 
(see Appendix ! of the report). 

2. The relevant grounrlwater protection standards under the Michigan Solid 
Waste Management Act are being met. 
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], The characteristic• of re•iduals that are currently placed at the site 
and of the reoidual• hiotorically placed at the sit .. indicate that they 
were and are euitnh!e for diQpooal there. 

ln oum, we believe the site •hould be removed from the proposed Act 307 list 
becauoe, ao etated in Frgnk Opalka's letter to me, the listing ie baaed on an 
undocumented assumption. Further, delisting is overwh~lmingly ~upported by the 
materials submitted with this letter and by my April 17, 1987 letter and att~ch­
mente eo Frank Opnlka. 

Thank you for your conoideration in this matter. We believe that armed with 
this informstion, the "ite can be removed !rom the final Act 307 list, 

LC:blr 

Copies: Gary Klepper 
Frank Opolka 

Sinccotrely, 



TO: 

MICHIGAN :.JI \RTMENT OF NATURAL . 

INTEROFFICE COMMUNICATION 

Marquette, Michigan 
October 7, 1987 

Land and Water Management Division 
" 

IRCES 

RECEIVED OCT 0 8 1987 

Roger Hack, Regional Supervisor ~·; 

~~~~:c;a~:~er Quality Divisioa -~-FROM: 

SUBJECT: Manistique Papers Solid Waste Site 

Manistique Papers, Inc. currently operates a solid waste disposal site 
for sludge generated in the v1astewater treatment plant. This site 1;vas 
approved by the local health department in the early 1970's and has been 
in use ever since. It is my understanding that the areal extent of the 
landfill is not nm< being expanded. All fill is being placed on existing 
fill. The company is in the process of obtaining an Act 641 license from 
the Waste Management Division. 

The sludge currently being disposed is an impervious mixture of clay and 
fiber. Vegetation is now grmving on inactive areas of fill. 

I suggest that you contact Jim Cook at 341-2175 if you wish to v1ew the 
area. 

SC:dmk 

c: J. Rydquist 
R. Schmeling V/ 
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Mr. Leif Christensen, President 
Manistique Papers, Inc. 
P. 0. Box 309 
Manistique, MI 49854-0111 

Dear Leif: 

June 5, 1987 

We have completed our evaluation of the requests made in your 
April 17, 1987 letter to remove certain items from the Michigan 
Sites of Environmental Contamination Priority Lists. The back­
ground information you provided was very helpful, and your 
points were well taken. 

Before addressing the specific items in your letter, it may be 
worthwhile to explain how sites have been selected for listing. 
Act 307 was established to provide an objective process for 
evaluating sites of environmental contamination in Michigan and 
funding cleanup of those of highest priority. The law speci­
fically defined such a site as one that releases or has the 
potential to release hazardous substances which are or may 
become injurious to the environment or to the public health, 
safety and welfare. Based on the ''potential'' aspects, 
virtually every site in Michigan where hazardous materials were 
spilled, detected or suspected to be present were put on the 
list. Only recently has an effort been made to institute a 
screening process that is expected to eliminate sites that do 
not deserve to be listed. 

In the case of the Manistique River and the landfill sites, I 
believe Ms. Diane Raycraft's June 17, 1986 memorandum, enclosed 
with your letter, explains the rationale used to warrant those 
listings. It is apparent she concluded the PCB problem that 
has been documented is related to the de-inking lagoons and/or 
associated sludges. That was an apparent assumption since 
there was no documentation of that relationship when the Fiscal 
Year 1988 lists were developed. De-inking waste problems in 
the Kalamazoo River may have led to that assumption. Neverthe-



Mr. Leif Christensen -2- June 5, 1987 

less, we agree with your assertion that it is inappropriate to 
use "paper products'' and ''lagoons'' to describe the problem in 
the Manistique River. 

The listing of the landfill site also stems from 
that PCB's were present in the de-inking sludge. 
confirmation of that condition, we also question 
of that listing and consequently agree with you. 

the assumption 
Without some 

the validity 

It is our understanding that hydrogeological studies are 
prese~tly underway at both the landfill site and on your plant 
property. The purpose of the studies are to assess the 
existing and potential contamination issues associated with 
past and present sludge disposal practices, and to define the 
PCB contamination problem on the plant site. The results of 
those studies should clarify the Manistique River problem, as 
it relates to Manistique Papers, Inc. 

Although it is too late to change the 1988 listings, I can 
assure you the Fiscal Year 1989 edition will only contain 
reference to Manistique Papers, Inc., if there is actual docu­
mentation to justify it. The u. P. environmental staff has 
been instructed to follow up in that regard. 

FO:kr 

Sincerely, 

Frank Opalka 
Deputy Director 
906-228-6561 

cc: Ms. Diane Raycraft, Site Assessment Unit, ERD 
Mr. Jack Rydquist, Surface Water Quality Division 
Mr. Earle Olsen, Environmental Response Division 



MANISTIQUE PAPERS, INC. 

RECEIVED APR 1 7 1981 
April 17, !987 

Hr. Fr•nk Opolka 
Surface Water Quality Division 
Department of Natur .. l Ree:ourees 
1990 u.s. 41, South 
Harq uet. te, HI 49855 

Rer Manistique Papers~ Inc. 

Thank you for attending our meeting of March 17, 1987. I tound it valuable to 
dioouss the PCB contamination problem in the Manistique River area with you. 

j'hg pprppse of tbj 6 ] Pl ter j 5 tp tMl!eGt the removal Of 11 pa~et prpdpctfill f!IJ 
the $0!Jl"C@ (tf coptum)natipn god the IIJagoopll SS tbp ppjpt gf teJeaG8 fpt tb9 

ligtina of M.snitujqug Bjyer Sljpa A§ a Qtptm 1 site gn the Michigan Enyironmental 
Response Act (•1Act 307 11 )- List gf Sitee of Enyironmeutal Coptaminatjon. l also 
request removal of the "Manistique Pulp Peper Co. Dump" from Group 2 of the Act 
307 list. My understanding is that this list is intended to identify and evaluate 
sites in the state for the purpose of assigning priority for response actions 
taken under Act 307, and that funds for response activities can be appropriated 
for sites on the Act 307 list. As we discussed at. our meeting, there are several 
reasono which justify my requests. 

Deopit" ""tensive ••mpling and testing dating back into the early 1970's, t.b.e 
pd J1 haB neyer beep fbynd tp ep,j t rrns. In feet, the data we hliVe ihdicate that 
the mill ia not the source of any PCB contamination. 

1. Both the inter110l and external proc .. sses of the mill have been repeatedly 
sampled. Aa evidenced by the attached October 2, 1979 letter from Jack 
Baile (attachment 1), no PCB• have been found coming from the mill. 
Steve Casey of MDNR confirmed at our mo>eting that no PClla hav<' been found 
to be coming from the mill since the time of the letter. 

2. To my knowledge, paper "ith PCll inks has never been processed at the 
mill. NCR ("no carbon required") paper, which has been found to be rich 
in PCB and involved in contaminated discharge from another mill, cannot 
and could not be processed at Manistique Paperc, even in very small 
quantities, because it would ruin the mill's products, If NCR paper waa 
brought in tho mill, it. would hav~. been rejected. To the best of my 
knowledge, the mill has never in the past been able to process NCR pap<'<. 
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Page 2 

Areas in whioh PCBs hove been found gen.,rall.y eonsl.ot. of a variety of 
soils and hav~ not been shown to eonslat of poper mill products only. Jn 
feet, there are s~eral potential sources of PCB outside of lhe mill (as 
I .diseuse below)~ The aedimenrr.; fopnd ro cgpp•d n smed 1 emmmts of pil) j p 
the MnpjRHQpf Harbpr dg POt cqntafp peper pr paper nrqdpr1s 

We hav., informally ident!f ied many other potential sources for the Prn 
contamination. These iuc1ude: 

1. Old City Dump: The old du~p is located to the west of Chippewa Avenue 
in Man:l.o tiq ue, and appear a to have been operated for more than half a 
century. This site may have been used for disposal of all typ"s of 

. rubbish, including E!lectrl.ca1 equipment contait•ill!! PCB oil. 

2. Junkyard: A junkyard has been operst<'d ei.,ce the 1940's alon11 tbe 
Hanistiq ue River, ea•t of the flume to tha mill. Dioposal of PCB 
electrical equipment by dumping the oil ettd recltJ.iming met.al, 
particularly copper, was a common practice at j unkyat·ds pdor to PCB 
regulation. 

3. Sand Ravine: A send ravine is located close Lo an Edison Sault office 
and suhst.at:i.on a few hundred fe~t from the boat slip near which PCBs have 
been found. This send ravine ruay have been used for d:i.spoea1 of 
transformex oil bcfot'e tht'! t.ranefortners w~re sold for copper recl.E\met.ion. 

4s Stoi-m Si!Wer: An old City storm sewet and Weslon Avenue Creek accepted 
ell drainage from the upper west side of the city. The runoff could have 
included incidental PCB cont~mination due to lightning strikes of PCB 
transformers. It is also possible that PCB could have been intentionally 
dumped in the etotm eewer or creek. 

5. The Manistique City Effluent £'lent.: Apparently, the discharge of this 
plant has been found to contain PCB in tests conducted by Stet.e officials 
in the !970'o. 

6. old Dimension Site: Soil Used for fill in the boat slips was teruoved 
frotD the Old Dimension s!te by the National Guard and brought in as 
fill, A uwmi11 used to operate on the Old DiQiension site and probsbly 
utilized PCB electrical equiptuent. Old concrete footillgs, auilahle for 
fill, may have been contaminated when the sawroill was dewoliehed. n.ese 
pieces of concrete W@re part of the fill brought to the boat a1ipa, 

7. Old Chemical Compauy: Apparently, a chemical company operated on the· 
west side of the d.vet just. below the current location of tha paper mUl 
around the turn of the century. Til is cheruical company !.a unf IUU!J ior to 
me but was bxought up in a public hearing held in Hon!stlque lssL year. 
~ attached article trow the Haniati.!l!'" Pioneer Tribune, 
September 5.1986 (att .. chment 2). 

Jt is my understanding that PCB iu He<liments along the embankment to the 
Manistique Riv@r may hav~ been found.. I do nol Ueli.eve that. ManistiquE:! Pt~pers 
has be~n found to be the source of the PC!Io, and ! do nul think it i~ the focus of 
cu.;rent. efforts underw•y to address ll1e P"rceived PCB problem. On this basis, and 



in light of the ebov~ information, we acaively pgljcjt your help ip repmying qu~ 
refergnce.to paper epd paner prpcJucta and to the lagggn fp Spppectigp with PCB in 
the Me pi atjque }\nat Slip Act 307 :1 j stigp' 

With ~eepcct to the O!ill's landfill, there doas not appear to be any basis for 
ita inclusion on the Aet. 307 list, The landfill was inveatigeted back in 1982 and 
1983 by MDNR in pH.-t· to determine whether it woul.d be appropriate to include the 
landfill on the AcL 307 list, l have attached a Deeember 7, 1983 memorandUJJ! from 
Tom Work a11d Earl Olsen to Ga~y l<lepper, which states tl]at the landfill would be 
removed from the Proposed Act. 307 list (attachment 3) ·'/As the metllorsndum states, 

'HDNR had ~nv~t!Mted ellegetl.ons of dumping of bands of liquid waste (which 
_!<llr_e~not aubstentiateQt and had not bt>en able to find any other evidence of 
huardous material deposited st t.he landfill. In connection with this 
invectigot:!.on, the disposal of paper mill sludge at t.he landfill was specifically 
examined by MDNR. The February 1984, Act 307 Hat showed that the mill'• landfill 
had been deleted. ll:xcerpts from that list are attached (attachment 4). 

The mill's lend! ill reappeared in the February 1986 Dr a£ t and May, 1986 Final, 
Act 307 li•t. When r wrote to Gary Guenther about the bed publicity the mill was 
reee:!.ving due to th<> Act 307 listing, be wrote back to me on July 1. 1986, 
onclosing a memorandum to file from Dianna Roycraft that purported to explain, 
among othH things; why the ls11dfill had been listed. Gary's letter, and Dia.nne 
Roy craft.' • memorand~m, are attached (attachment S). The memorandum sets forth as 
s basis for the li~ting that the paper mill sludges have been found to contain 
high levclo of PCll, And MDNR inspections "indicated" that barrels of liquid had 
b"en dump~.d at the land£ ill. These two concerns seem to be rhe same ones which 
~ere considered, investigated, and dismissed in 1983, Hence, I am at a loss aa to 
why the mill' a lsno.lfill is now on the A<:t 307 list, 

As noted carliet, the mill has not been linked to the discharge of any PCBs. 
To my knowledge, the aoaertion in Dianne Roy craft's memorandum that high levels of 
PClls have been found ill old mill sludges is unfounded. I am attaching a copy of a 
report. prepared by U. p, .Engineering Company setting forth the results of l"achate 
teste conducted on samples of paper mill sludge of various ages which ""'re taken 
to the landfill (attachment 6), This report has been prepared in connection with 
our application for an Act 641 permit, The report shows that for every sample 
nnalyz~d. no Pens were detected in the ieachate. I view this a• additional 
gubstentiation that the landfill ohould not be i11cluded on the Act 307 list, 

Accordingly, I t eq ues t your h<>lp in obtaining the deletion (for a second time) 
of the mill's landfill from the Act 307 list. 'There does not seem to be any new 
affirmative evidenc" developed since 1983 which would form e basis for adding the 
landfill to the lisL, and the information provided ~ith this letter should provide 
aufficient information to the contrary to support deletion, 

Thank you· for your eonoider .. tion and attention. 

Sincerely, 

At tAchnu;mt;s: 
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WESTERN MICHIGAN ENVIRONMENTAl SERVICES, INC. 

TABLE OF RESULTS - ASTH LEACHATE EVALUATION 

Sample Identification: Manistique Papers Landfill B - "H" Composite or seven 
borings 

Submitted By: U.P. Engineering, Escanaba, Michigan 

Date Received: March 9, 1987 
ESI 1: 8703050-11 
Leaching Procedure Initiated: March 11, 1987 
Results Reported: March 26, 1987 

Results Expressed as milligrams per liter (mg/1) except where noted in 

parentheses. 

Parameter Re:~ult 

pH ( s. u.} 7.4 
Specif'i c Conductance (umhos/cmJ 1 40 
011 and Grease <1 
Phenols, Total 0.069 
Aluminum, dissolved <0.25 
Cadmium, dissolved <0.01 
Chrom1 um, dissolved <0.005 
Copper, disso1 ved 0.029 
Iron, dissolved <0.05 
Lead, dissolved <0.005 
Zinc, dissolved 0.27 
PCB's ( ug/tl <0.5 

Original Sample: 

Description: light black friable, moist soil with some large pieces or 
fibrous material 

Total Solids: .42.4S or sample 

Storage Conditions: ambient 
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.~~j~~ ·I WESTERN MICHIGAN ENVIRONMENTAl SERVICES~ INC. 

I 
-~ Cadmium, dissolved EPA tWit hod 213.1. 

I .I 
' Chromium, dissolved EPA Method 211!.2. 

I Copper, dissolved EPJI Method 220.1. 

I Iron, disaol ved EPA Method 236. 1. 

Lead, die solved EPA Method 239.2. 

I 
Zinc, dissolved EPA Method 289. 1 • 

I PCB's EPA tW!thod 608. 

I •Atomic Absorption Spectrophotometer 
Perkin Elmer Hodel ~03 with an HGA 2000 
Per kin Elmer Hodel 5000 with an HGA 500 

I 

• 

I 



·. STATE OF MICHIGAN 
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~I!:.CWYtR 

JAMES J. BLANCHARD, Governor RECEIVED KEI'IiAY KANU(A 
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OAVIOO.O~ 
RAV"''NO fiiOUII"'O"lE DEPARTMENT OF NATURAl RESOURCES 

STEVENS T. MASON IIUIUMNQ 
oox...,. 

LANSIHQ, Ml 40iiiOI 

cordon E .. Guyer, Director 

Mr. Leif Christensen 
Manistique Papers, Inc. 
P.O. Box 309 
Manistique, Michigan 49854 

Dear Mr. Christensen: 

July 1, 1986 

.JUL .: 19P.IJ 

MANISTIQUE PAPERS 
Mon~saq110, A4~e~t, • INC. 

4ll854-Qu..l 

I have received your letter regarding the April 28, 1986 issue of the 
Escanaba Daily Press and the listing of the Manistique River Slips 
and the Manistique Pulp and Paper Company Dump. 

The Michigan Department of Natural Resources publishes an annual 
priority list of sites of environmental contamination, as mandated by 
Act 307, P.A. 1982 (the Michigan Environmental Response Act). This is 
the list discussed in the Escanaba Daily Press article. 

The attached memo describes our justification for the inclusion of the 
Manistique River Slips and the Manistique Pulp and Paper Company Dump on 
our Act 307 priority list. Also included are copies of the pages from 
this year's priority list which include these listings. 

I have asked the staff from our Groundwater Quality Division to meet with 
you and discuss our justification if you desire. Ms. Dianne Raycraft of 
the Groundwater Quality Division at telephone number 517-373-4800 will 
contact you to set up an appropriate meeting. If I may personally be of 
assistance. please feel free to contact meo 

Sincerely, 

~Aue~er, 
Attachments 

cc: ·J. Bohunsky/T. McGa,rry, llWD 
J. Rydquist/5. CASey, SWQD 
E. Olsen/R. Schmeling, GQD 
File 

Deputy Director 
517-373-7917 

. E. 



~~ICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

. \{.( 
INTEROFFICE COMMUNICATION 

v-~~~~ March 4, 1986 

TO: 

FROM: 

Gary Guenther, Deputy Director 
~J1 1 3 "32'r Cb1ef §nTf'F' -JJ't'T 0"' 7 1tr Dtzr1e'rm 
Rick Johns, Chief, Groundwater Quality Division 
Don Inman, Chief, Environmental Enforcement Division 

~~M~Bo~~~ef, Compliance Section 
Hazardous Waste Division 

SUBJECT: PCB Soil Contamination 

There is a potential for a serious PCB contamination problem at the 
Manistique Pulp and Paper Company in Manistique, Michigan. The PCB 
contamination at the plant site is believed to be caused by a deinking· 
process which was discontinued in the late 1970s. Poor handling practic­
es of the papermill sludges is suspected as being responsible for the 
contamination of soils on the site and sediments in the river. 

Of the 20 soil samples collected at the site during our inspection in 
October of 1985 two soil samples at the site indicated levels of 500 and 
1400 mg/1 at locations along the Manistique River. Runoff from the site 
is believed to be responsible for the SO mg/1 observed for sediment 
samples obtained from the Manistique River. The sampling survey was 
conducted by the Hazardous Waste Division PCB Unit in cooperation with 
the Water Quality Surveillance Section of the Surface Water Quality 
Division. The PCB inspectors report will be final typed during the week 
of March 16, 1986. 

The PCB unit is currently reviewing the results of past inspection 
reports in an attempt to identify other possible problem sites in the 
state.· We are also rearranging our inspection schedules to place greater 
emphasis on identifying plant sites which have potentially high PCB site 
contamination. 

cc: Mr. Del Rector 
Mr. Jack Rydquist, Marquette Regional Office 
Mr. Earl Olson, Marquette Regional Office 
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220 Burdette St. 
Ignace, J\.11 49781 
!906) 643-7700 

ALGER COUNTY 
P.O. Box375 

unising, MI 49682 
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...,-,-,-E- MACKINAC- ALGER- SCHOOLCRAFT 
DISTRICT HEALTH DEPARTMENT 

December 10, 1985 

Dave Martin 
Chippewa County Health Department 
109 Arlington 
Sault Ste. Marie, Mi 49783 

REPLY TO: 
SCHOOLCRAR COUNTY 

County Building 
Manistique, MI 49854 

1906)341-5876 

re: Manistique Papers Inc. (formerly Manistique Pulp & Paper Co.) 
Sludge Disposal Site, Section 36, T42N, Rl6W, Hiawatha Township, 
Schoolcraft County 

Numerous sites were listed on the DNR October 21, 1985, "Proposed Priority 
List for Evaluation and Interim Response at Sites of Environmental Contami­
nation." Of the sites in Schoolcraft County, the most important site, in 
my opinion, in need of further evaluation is the Manistique Papers sludge 
disposal site. This letter outlines my concern for this site. 

The landfill receives a sludge waste product from the papermaking process 
at Manistique Papers Inc. papermill in Manistique. The sludge is taken by· 
truck to the disposal site which is about 3)z road miles northeast of the, 
papermill. 1 

The sludge has been analyzed for chemical content (see enclosed January_J5,_ 
1979, report from Cory Laboratories Inc.). The general physical parameters 
of the sludge include 75% water, 16% clays, soils and other non-combustibles 
and 9% paper fiber. Noteable toxic materials include chromium, nickel. copper. 
lead, and zinc rangjnq from 4 to 39 oarts oer mjlljqn The Cory Laboratories 
study noted that "the material has no tendency to leach any parameter tested 
to a degree that would cause concern". The study concluded that "the material 
for disposal does not appear to be hazardous or a concern to cause a deter­
ioration of groundwater". 

I have several concerns with the Cory.Laborai;o_r:igs:;Jeas;!)ate 2tudy. First is 
that (see page entitled "Leaching Study Procedure" of the Cory Laboratories 
report) pH 7.0 deionized water was used in the leachate study. Under natural 
conditions the sludge would be exposed to acidic water (rainwater, swamp water 
from surrounding wetlands, etc.). The ability of acidic solutions to leach 
heavy metals out of soil is well known; thus I question the validity of the 
Cory Laboratories conclusion concerning the leachate. 

Another problem with the leachate study is'that their procedure was to 
"decant samples through 0.45 membrane filters" which suggests gravity flow of 
liquids through the sludge sample. Under natural conditions, sludge is sub­
jected to substantially greater pressures than gravity. I. would estimate the 
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mound of•sludge at the disposal site .to be.at'least 50' high and growing in size./ 
The··large'·'volume and height" of" the shidge mound would create some hydraulic "head 
pressure'' which could influence the leachate. 

A third concern is that other chemicals may be disposed of at the sludge site that 
are not contained in sludge. I have had reports from an individual employed at 
the Papermill that chemical barrels are frequently taken to the sludge disposal 
site at night and covered. The individual supplied information concerning o.riginal 
barrel contents (see enclosed list of chemicals). ·- --.-.. 

Currently, there is a large volume of sludge at the landfill. A 40 acre parcel 
visible from the countyroad on the southern boundary of the property has a large: 
mound of sludge which hearsay indicates grows at the rate of a 20 yard truckload. 
once an·hour, 24 hours a day. There is also a large parcel of land owned by the· 

· Papermi 11 in the a rea. The s 1 udge di sposa 1 site is 1 ocated on a 407 acre (as of 
1984) parcel owned by Manistique Papers, Inc. 

In my opinion, the landfill should be located in a less environmentally sensitive 
area (see enclosed map). Wetlands are located on the north and east sections of 
the property. The property borders the Manistique River to the east. The Indian 
River is less than 1/4 mile south of the property. In 1979, a hydro-geological 
evaluation for the sludge disposal area by the Geological Survey Division, DNR; 
(see enclosed copy) indicated that the ''surface and groundwater west of the rail­
road grade should normally flow to the Indian River". The City of Manistique 
Water Treatment Plant intake is on the Indian River south of the sludge disposal 
s1te. 

West of the sludge disposal site is rural land with scattered residences. Well 
records, evaluations for sewage disposal systems, etc. have shown bedrock to be 
generally present at depth less than 6' from ground surface. In a July 5, 1979 
report from the Geological Survey Division, DNR, (see enclosed copy) notes that 
the bedrock in the area is of the "Burnt Bluff formation", a series of limestone 
and dolomite layers with some fracturing in its upper sections. Well problems 
have been encountered in the formation in Delta, Schoolcraft and Mackinac counties 
due to "~ts fractured condition .and lack of thic~ enou~h p~otect~ve overburden" as. Jl 
well as 1mproper well construct1on. In 1982, th1s off1ce 1nvest1gated water suppl1es 
having evidence of bacterial contamination in the area to the west and north of the 
sludge disposal site (the area where wells were sampled extends about 2;, miles 
north and 2Y, to 3 miles west of the sludge disposal area). 

Because of the physical and geological conditions surrounding the sludge disposal 
site, there is potential for leakage from the landfill to enter the groundwater or 
surface water, both of which are used for drinking water purposes. 

For the reasons listed above, 
evidence of any environmental 
a disposal site. If you have 

/JJJt~C ~\ 
Mark McCune, SAnitarian 

MM/cg 

I feel that the site needs further evaluation for 
contamination and for suitability of continued use as 
any questions concerning this matter, please advise. 

J- '17 3 ~fp r td )Q4 1.[}) n), i;._~JL 
&=I u,~J-) 
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JAMES J. BLANCHARD, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

CERTIFIED HAIL 

STEVENS T MASON BUilDING 
BOX 30028 

LANSING. Mt 48909 

RONALD 0. SKOOG. Director 

November 26, 1985 

Mr. Leif Christensen, President 
Manistique Paper, Inc. 
P. 0. Box Ill 
Hanistique, Michigan 49854 

Dear Mr. Christensen: 

As discussed in my phone conversation with Jim Cook on November 26, l985, 
elevated levels of PCBs were detected in sludge material sampled during 
the October 15, 1985 TSCA inspection conducted at the facility. The 
samples taken at the south bank of outfall 005 discharge channel (Sample 
#77017N) near shore and at the east side sludge holding lagoon near river 
shoreline (Sample #770170) showed levels of 440 ppm and 1800 ppm, respec­
tively. 

At this time, we are advising the facility that this contaminated materi­
al, located in these aforementioned areas, should not be removed and put 
in the facility-owned landfill. If the facility wishes to remove the 
contaminated material at this time, it must be handled and disposed of in 
accordance with 40 CFR Section 761.60 of the Code of Federal Regulations, 
which requires the disposal of PCB contaminated soils of levels greater 
than 50 ppm in a chemical waste landfill which complies with Section 
761.75 or an incinerator which complies with Section 761.70. 

PCB concentrations found in the other soil samples taken on company 
property during the TSCA inspection ranged from less than .04 ppm 
33 ppm. Analysis of the sediment samples taken by DNR personnel are 
complete at this time. 

Further correspondence in regards 
inspection will be coming from U.S. 

to compliance issues related to 
EPA, Region V in Chicago. 

to 
no·t 

the 
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I~ the meantime, if you have any questions regarding the inspection or 
this letter, please call me at 517-373-2730. 

~ 
Timothy J. McGarr~ 

TJM:jv 
cc: Steve Casey, SWQ Marquette 

Jim Cook, Manistique Paper 
Dan Patulski, U.S. EPA, Chicago 
Robert Schmeling, GWO Marquette 
Dennis Swanson, SWQ Lansing 

Environmental Quality Analyst 



TO: 

FROH: 

ivliCH!G/\N OURCES 

INTEROFFICE COMMUNICATION 

December 7, 1983 

Tom h'ork, Compliance Section 1~ Ground1vater Quality Divi~.ion 
Eat·l Olsen, ~-Iarquette District Office~ Grour:.d\,7 ater Quality Division 

Gary Klepper, Site Assessoent Unit, Ret::tedial Action Section, 
Groundtvater Quality Diviaio~ 

SUBJECT: Hanistique Paper Inc. Frankevitch Rd. Disposal Site 

A revie1;., of agency infonnation regarding this site has dete_rminecJ that 
ue presently hnve j_n~;uffi.cicnt information to conclude this is a site of 
11 envircnr;12ntal contamination11 as defined by Act 307, P.A. i982. Therefore, 
unless other information comes to our attention by December 27, 1983, the 
site will b2 removed from the list of sites identified to the legislature 
for 11 Evaluation and Interim Response 11 this year. 

This action is being taken follovJing conversations with yourselves, 
Hr. Joe Bal of Surface I\ater Quality and Mr. Glen Hare of La-;;~T Division. 
Hr. Hare in-,,estigated the concern raised anonyrmously by a plant employee 
regarding b2rrel disposal at the site and advised me on December 2, 1983, that 
the employee gave no indication that any barrels of liquid ':•Jaste e.ver went 
to the Franb;~vitch Rd. Site (only empty barrels). Similarly, no other staff 
'\Vas able to document hazardous material having been deposited at- the site. 

He do suggest that the site be evaluated in terms of its cor;r_pliance \Vith 
Act 641 and potential for groundwater pollution due to the large volumes 
of wastes at rhe site and apparentls· valnerable ground;;.;ater resource.s. More 
complete characterization of the nature of the Haste materials would be 
an appropriate part of such an evaluation. If at any time it is determined 
the the site contains: 11 a chemical or other material ;;.;hich is or may become 
injurious to the public hec.lth, safety, or welfare or to the environment 11 

in such a \.Jay that the mater:i.als could be released to the environment, please 
advise our office at (517) 373-4800. 

GK:j c 

cc: R. Johns 
A. Hog~ 
J. Bal 
G. Hare 
R.A.S. File 
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/;, rev:i-€~3 of gur .sgency-fs it::f.,)rmation z-e-garding your fT,n;nke:vlt•::h f:.Oli.C 
oii~po-s-al ares. hF.:iE Gt:t~r:nine.-:i. that ~we pr-e1'Sfl:r!.tly h.iJ.Vo:~ insufficient infor-mat:ion 
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other.- inb:J1l'llation come~£ to uu::- attention prior to the December 27, 19~·3, 

close o-f the public c-•::;o:;;:£;::,<::nt p-el~iod,- the- Bit~ vi1l C.* re-move~: _frcre tl:-e 
list o;: sites 
through Act 307 .. 

The nold cb.::tnnel'' &.tea tJf tl"';f: ?:iard.5tiq1,}'2 Riv-er -;,~hi-ch WO$ 0"ti~in2lly 
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lt raflects t:tre c~1an~e ;..:-_ cG.~ site n-ame {p .. 9) 
Act ::~07 .. 

thank 7cu fer bringing ycru-:. in£orm:1ti-cr~ about the::;~ $ite:1 t.'} t<ur att~:::-:ntion,. 
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G~"i·y Klep1"!·;:-:,· 
:;ite Asse.ssrr-cf~~t \;-r'?l.t 



MANISTIQUE PAPERS, INC. 
P.O. BOX 111, MANISTIQUE, MICHIGAN 49854 906-341-2175 

LEIF CH~ISTENSEN 

P~ESIOENT · GENE~AL MANAGE!=! 

Mr. David A. Ferrier, Senior Engineer 
Permit Unit 
Air Quality Division 
Department of Natural Resources 
Box 30028 
Lansing, Michigan 48909 

Dear Mr. Ferrier: 

December 9, 1982 

Confirming our conversation of yesterday concerning the third paragraph 
of your letter to me dated December 3, you believe that we would not have 
trouble continuing our current practice of dumping fly ash with the water 
treatment sludge. The dumping of the water treatment sludge is approved and 
inspected by the Water Quality Division of the Michigan Department of Natural 
Resources with authorization granted under our Residuals Management Plan of 
our Water Discharge NPDES Permit No. MI 0003166. 

LC:blr 

Copies: Jim Cook 
Joe Bal 
Tony Palladino 
Don Schnurer j' 
Dave Williams 
Ray Zimmerman 

Sincerely, 



vr'FICES 

LUCE COUNTY & 
ADMINISTRATIV! 

OFFICES 
Community Bldg. 

Newberry, MI 49363 
(906) 293-5107 

MACKINAC COU!ITY 
220 Burdette St. 

St. Ignace, MI 49781 
(906) 643-7700 

ALGER COUI!TY 
P.O. Box375 

Munising, MI 49682 
(906)337-2297 

SCHOOLCRAFT COUNTY 
County Building 

Manistique, MI 49854 
(906)341-5876 

LUCE- MACKINAC- ALGER- SCHOOLCRAFT 
DISTRICT HEALTH DEPARTMENT 

July 28, 1981 

Ron Holben 
Michigan Department of 
State Office Building 
Escanaba, Mi 49829 

Public Health 

REPLY TO: 
SCHOOLCRAFT COUNTY 

County Building 
Manistique, MI 493j.4 

1906)341-5876 

re; Water Supplies, -Schoolcraft County - Section 35, T42N, Rl6W, and 
Section· 2, T41N, R16W 

Recently, several water. samples collected by local resident; Tom Halvorson, 
from his residential well revealed evidence of bacterial contamination, 
detergents and excessive nitrates, The results of thewa,ter samples were 
evidently a topic of local discussion because soon thereafter we received 
complaints from area residents concerning a ''change" in their water supplies 
and re<jilests !;or this department to test their water. Allegations began 
circulating t~t the ~~nistique Pulp & Paper Company sludge disposal site 
was the. source of contamination. From. discussions with local residents, 
it se~s that this a,llegation.ha,s been based only on the near proximity of 
the sludge dispo~>al site. to the area in questiqn. 

During the past several weeks this department has conducted surveys of 
several water supply systems in the area. Enclosed is a summary of the 
water samples and the water supply construction deficiencies for each 
residence. AlsCI enclosed are pertinent sanitary surveys and water well 
records for· each site,· 

OJ; the supplies surveyed, only the Halvorson well showed evidence of cCin- -
tamination. The Halvorson water EiUpply system has . sev<=.J;al notable defi­
ciencies including a, buried well casing, unprotected buried suction line, 
unknown well casing depth a,nd if grouted (note bedrock is zero to eight 
J;eet. in this property), and the well lies in a, low <~rea dowD.hill of the 
sewage disposal system. Mr. Halvors.on also reported- (upon excavation o:I; 
. the well casing) that a rubber innertube had been s.tretched across the top 
of the well ca,sing for· use. as a seal. In this case it appears that the well 
construct:I,on'deficiencies have caused contaminant entrance into.the water 
supply. 

Each of the water supplies that were evaluated had construction deficiencies 
which could have an influence. on· water 'luality of t~~t individual well by 
serving as an avenue for contli\minant entrance, Each surveyed o>vner was sent 
a letter describing any nqted deficiencies <1nd a summary of the survey result?• 

Also of· interest in these water supplies is that the reported ''sewage" odor 
is actually hydrogen sulfide (a rotten egg odor). :In two cases the smell 
was the owner's reason for lodging the complaint. 
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In a letter sent to each water supply owner, the type of water sampling 
conducted by this department was discussed. It was stated that our tests 
would generally indicate contamination which might result from a sewage 
disposal system or natural source which could get into the water supply as 
a result 'of improper well constructio.n but that industrial type contaminants 
would not be indicated through this sampling. The summary of the Cory Labora­
tories report (Jan. 15, 1979) was noted and that future sampling by the DNR 
in conjunction with the paper mill would be conducted to reassure that the 
sludge was not affecting ground water quality. 

In summary, the one well with evidence of contamination was found to be 
improperly constructed. Other wells surveyed did not show evidence of 
contamination but all had defici~ncies which could result in contamination 
under the right circumstances, One source of assumed contamination turned 
out to be hydrogen sulfide,· a naturally occuring chemical. whlle there is 
no evidence at this time to implicate an industrial source of contamination, 
additional sampling of ground water in the area of the sludge disposal site 
and determination of ground water direction of flow in the area ~rould be 
useful. . 

lf you have any further questions concerr~ng this matter, please contact me 
at our Manisti~ue office, 

Sincerely, 

~~~t~CrV- ,tt.)-

Y;ark HcCune 
· P,egistered Sanitarian 

MM./ run 

cc: Dave Williams, Department ofNatural Resources 
Nick :Frankoyich,.Hiawatha,TownshiJ? Supervisor 
Eric Bourdo, r~nistique Pulp & Paper Hill . 



Survey Results 

Bact. Samples Partial Chemical 
Supply 1 2 ABS Nitrate Tannins Iron Hardness ChloridE, Hydrogen 

Sulfide 
not 

Tom Halvorsen> 1.0 ?1.0 0.6 11.2 present 0.1 360 52.0 
- not 

John Crossley_ o.o 0.0 0.0 present 1.3 280 6.0 

Faith Brandt o.o 0.0 0.0 trace 0.2 170 2.0 present 

Harvey Asp 0.0 0.0 o.o 2.3 230 11.0 
. 

Bob Walters 0.0 o.o 0.0 r trace 0.1 5 25.0 present 

Chuck Ma tcll_inski 0.0 __ 0.0 o.o I -·-- ~ 

~ Water supply notes 
1. Buried suction line - unprotected 
2. Buried well head 
3. Casing depth unknown 
4. Septic system less than SO' front well 
5. Septic system uphill from well 
6. Grouting of well casing unknown 
7. No vent on well casing 
8. Unknown \\7ell depth 
9. Type of water line - casing connection unknown 

10. Check valve upstream of pressure tank in 
submersible pump installation 

" 

--·-
2.9 265 4 . -·-·--

General notes 
bedrock at: 0-8' Halvorson 

5 1 Crossley 
3'

1 
Brandt 

1'l Walters 
'f 1 Matchinski 

Well j- Water Supply 
Depth Construction Deficienci 

1,2,3,5,6 

60 1, 7 

85 1, 9 4 

1 2 3 8 6. 4, 7 

85 not evaluated --
85 7 10 



/itt -9 '1 , r~l ,.__ u'"'- t-Le.. 

!))._" .u s +,r v..J2 



MANISTIQUE PULP AND PAPER COMPANY 
MANISTIQUE, MICHIGA!'i 49854 

Lelf Christensen 

Vice President-General Manager 

Chief Engineer 
Water Quality Division 
Box 30028 
Stevens T. Mason Building 
Lansing, Michigan 48909 

Dear Sir: 

TELEPHONE: (906) 341-2175 

April 23, 1981 

This letter is to certify that the approved "Residuals Management Plan" 
has been implemented. 

Sincerely, 

MPu~lSTIOUE fULP fu~ 
_j__-/:. 

,~J~ 
Leif Chr stensen 

PAPER COC!P A"''Y 

LC:blr ) 
cc: Joe Bal, P.E. 

James Cook w/attachrnent 
Anthony J. Palladino, P.E. w/attachrnent 

A Subsidiary,,_; F•cld F'nte-rprises, Inc. 



, January lG, 1978 

TO: ;to!:lut Cv;.~rch~ir.c, Chief, 14atcr Quality Division 

fRJ~: John Shavver, Aquatic Biologist, Dio1ogy Section 
Robert E!t:;ch, 1\quatic Biclogist, Diology S~ction 

SV3Jt:T: P~nlstique Pulp and Paper Cc~~any, PCB Data 

The f::.i1o·:dng table lists the PCB data for sediments from our Ot:cerr.bcr 13~19, 1977 
survey of the l'.llnisti<;ue River below Manistique Pulp and Paper Company: 

1142 PCB 1154 PCB 1150 PCB 
St~!.io., Locatkn ar.·j llu.,.b::!r i:!~Lks ~::! 9L kg -~ 

1"~:--.is!:i·,u<: Phc:- Huber !',Juth A < 500 110J <( 50'0 
• r~or cc:>t :~rcilf.~1al: 

.!.-;;~tic;..:~ River Harbor :~outh B < 1000 17,000 < 1 :)00 V o.est side 
·~.anistiq:.~;: P.ber • lOU yards c 680 < SOD < ~)00 

a~ov~ t:..'T? c.l;tfall 
~.ilnisti~~e River~ 199 yards 0 150,000 11,000 < 10,1)00 

t.eL:u: Pul? and Paper Plant 

TheH C;ta sh~w there arc high concentrations of PC[.I's In the sediments iiTT11ediately 
t lo .. : u·.e [;.a~e-r co:-·j;any .?Hid in a de~ositional area (Station Oi 1n the hurbor. 
S r.:ihr COflccntr~tlor.~ of PCB's were not found at Stations A and C because the 
s dk.cnts in these areu5 were all rock and/or saud, 

'ole 'PI-~rc ur.~!Jle tc c.!:Jt,un a cantrol scdime~t sample above the pa~er compuny due 
to icc c~~:i~tions nlcng the bank - ur. r1ere un<:blc to launch our boat. ~~e tried 
to 5!~-::ile ai'J-:; t:";C r11ilroad bridge over the impoundment above the company but 
th'i: ~ot'.cm ~;H ali r.lci:.. 

aased on the sedi11.ent results collected, ~~e recorrmend the folloHing: 

1. Biology ~teff conduct a surv~y of the river in the spring above and below 
the po'lpcr C?mjlany to determine: 

• t : 

""""' 
V'· 

;. 

a. ext£:nt or PCS contt:nination 1n resident and migratory fish above 
and tela~: tile ra;~~r com?any discharge. 

b. arc~l extent of PCC conta;ninaled sed ir.1ents In the harbor and river. 
c. document, via sediment traps, 1f the discharge of pJpar ~<oaste seen 

during the Occe:nbcr survey is a continuing problem. 

District 5 staff should 
the- co:np.any s 

irregular ami unannounred jnteryal:;, 
rmine if the present operation {usinq 

lr::....-

..Olllli.l<dj IUo I.U<J 

Puge 2 

3. 

4. 

5. 

~Jastc pilpcr~ is di 
co~nd t at distric 

we were unuble to obtain and 

i> I~ 

determine if t~c 

.. 
a::er di scha rcc we 

ohscrVC7Jls con 
ndn:ilnt ~Mounts, irrmedlate stcr~ shf)uld.bc taken io elir:~inate tile 

~~c pulp ilnd paper compan; if not ill ready required to do so l'1: t~~ir 
NPDES pC'rr.nt, hould a al ~e their eft lucnt lor PCB ~ inOrepvrt :he 
rcsu s ~!'- 1 urtt.et notice. 

nased on th~ conc.entratlons of PCtJ's fn these srdl~ents {Station D 
in particular} and the existence of an on-goino soort5 fishery In 
the arf.'tl, ~·JC rccon-.mend that a fish ....,arninQ be po~ted on the river 
from US-2 to the mouth. A significllnt DoT-tion of the fishcr;t beloo1 
US-2 is for anadrr.rr.ous fish. These scdi:r.enu are si::lilu In 
c.oncentriltion to those belo~ Cast For9e nnd tl".e fish thc!"e hild hi~"·, 
concentrations. l:e, therefore, believe that unt11 Wi! e.~'.aollsh that 
either the resident and an<ldrorrou:; ihh are unronta:>'lna:ed or 
nonexistent, these sedlmenls constitute a ooter.tial thro;!at to area 
fishermen. 

~:c request that fisheries 01v1s1on staff trrrneJiHely cv11ect f1sh 
in this river so that PCB concentrations can be determined. 

JS/RB/p1s 
cc: i<. Zo 11 ner 

J. Bails 
R, Porters 
P. Zugger 

,..,,~....c-

.,..... 
• 



MANISTIQUE PULP AND PAPER COMPANY 
MANISTIQUE, MICHIGAN 49854 

TELEPHONE: (906) 341-2175 

Mr. John Hesse, Chief 
Office of Toxic Materials Control 
Environmental Services Division 
Department of Natural Resources 
Stevens T. Mason Building 
Lansing, Michigan 48926 

Dear Mr. Hesse: 

Jlllarch 24, 1977 

Manistique Pulp and Paper Company is not knowingly using Pentachlorophenols 
or other related contaminants, the dioxins, including without limitation, Sodium 
Pentachlorophenol, Sodium Pentachlorophenate or other Chlorophenolic compounds 
which have the potentials to contain a highly toxic dioxin contaminant. 

Sincerely, 

COMPANY 

AHG:blr 

cc: Joe Bal ,/ 
Leif Christensen 

A Subsidiary of Field Enterprises, Inc. 



MICHIGAI'-- DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL ._..::SOURCES 

INTEROFFICE COMMUNICATION 

TO: Joseph Bal 

FROM: Karl Zollner, Jr. ·1(/d 
SUBJECT: Manistique Pulp and Paper Company 

DATE: February 27, 1975 

Attached are four copies of a report of an industrial wastewater 
survey conducted at the Manistique Pulp and Paper Company on 
July 22-24, 1974. Please review the report and send a copy, 
or copies, to the Company along with appropriate comments. 

NPDES Permit No. MI 0003166 which was issued on December 20, 1974, 
was not in effect at the time of this survey. Final Order of 
Determination No. 1473, dated February 18, 1971, required the 
Company to provide secondary biological treatment facilities or 
such lesser degree of treatment as would provide for water quality 
enhancement by December 1, 1972. Apparently these facilities 
were built but from the sound of the survey report they are not 
properly maintained or properly operated. Since the time of this 
survey has the Company repaired the air flotation unit and removed 
the solids that plugged it? When was this accomplished? If this 
has not yet been done, let us know so that we can issue a notice 
of non-compliance requiring them to do this by a specific date. 
Similarly, has the vacuum pump been replaced and the solids removed 
from the clarifier? When was this accomplished? Are they still 
discharging debarker wastewater directly to Heston Avenue Creek 
without treatment? 

The report notes that the Company softens part of the river water 
they use in the plant. Are the softener sludges and other wastes 
produced included in the present NPDES permit? Is the boiler 
blowdo~<nvered by the permit? The survey shows that these discharges 
contain high suspended solids (1,500 mg/1), settleable solids (1,362 
mg/1) and chlorides (600 mg/1). 

What is the source of the relatively high lead concentrations (0.9 
mg/1 and 0.25 mg/1) and zinc concentrations (0.9 mg/1) in discharge 
770013? The pH in this outfall was low ranging from 4.6 to 6.4. 

The lagoon discharge, 770014 also had a low pH of 4.8 as did 
discharge 770021 which had a pH of 4.7 and 6.9. If these low pH's 
are still occurring, the Company will not be meeting the initial 
effluent limitations contained in their NPDES permit. The debarker 
discharge 770021 had an oil and grease concentration of 49 mg/1 
during one of the ttw 24-hour survey periods and a phenol concentration 
of 0.37 mg/1 during the other 24-hour survey period. 

KZ:ew 
cc: R. Christensen 
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Survey Comm!.:?nts 

The mill shutdown 2fter the survey started~ This sht~tdo~n ~~d5 

for planned maintenanceR The survey crew was not informed of the 
shutdown until the survey was eleven hours- old. The wa~tewater 
survey started at about 8:00 p~m= on M~y 22, 1984~ and lasted 24 
hou;,...s ... 
las ted 
a_·Fter 

The shutdot...;n =:.tar ted at 7:00 
until midQight that day. The 

the shutdown star~sd. 

a=m~ on May 23, 1984 and 
~·iast~water- f l Dv~s dec1. i ~~S?d 

There are three distinct discharges to outfall 770043 (004) tl1at 
must be sampled sepa, ...... a-tely pi--ior -to mi~·~ing.. Trt.JO of t.he'=~e vr?f""'2 
discharging during the survey and we~e sampled~ The results are 
shown in Tables 1 and 2 and are labelled as 770043 (004) Heat 
E;.~changer- and 770043 (004) S;.=E~l LlJ-ater~ The combined discharl;J.s Has 
calculated. The results are shewn in Table 1 and are labelled 
770043 (004) Combined. 

Aluminum was found at co~cent~~~tions from 6600 to 9000 ug/1 in the 
samples ft-ocn ou-tfE~ll 7700!~4 (006) (~.f:22 Tables 1 and 2) .. 

Plant Pr-ocesses 

Manistique Papers, Inc~ produces specially ground wood paper for 
use as newsprint, novel newsprint, computer printout paper, 
magazine inserts~ colored papers and other similar types of 
papers~ The mill cperates 24 hours cer da~, 7 days per week and 
employs approximately 200 people~ Production at the time of the 
survey was consider-ed normal ,::)t 275 tens of paper- p2:-- d~r:-;,. 

The raw materials used in manufacturing include recycled paper 
from a variety of sources and poplar~ balsa~, and spru~e logs~ 
The groundwood source of pulp is beiGg phased out~ Recycled pape!­
now accounts for almost 100% of the r2~J material. 

The raw materials 3re refined~ cleanad~ and mixed witil chemicals 
prio~ to being placed on the Fourdriner machine~ After the paper 
is formed! it is pressed and dried into the final productQ 

Wastewate~ ~ Treatment 

The plant obtains all p~ocess watar from the Manistique Rivern 
Water used in thG boiler is softened p~io~ to use~ Water for 
donestic use is supplied by the city. Domestic wastewater is 
discharged to the City of ManistiqGe's sanitary systam= The 
outfalls, the nature of wastewater discharged through the 
outfalls~ and any treatm2nt provided at the outfall are det3ile~ 
belov-..J.. The outfall loca.l_:icn map is givei-; in Figure i~ The 
wastewater treatment for process wastewater is detailed in Figure 
2. 

Process wastewaters generated from the pape~ mill and pulp mil! 
-3re pump~d seoar-ately :c: ti':e t~·~o pJ-j_;;--,:.r·y c3 . .=J-j_fie;·-s~ Qne 

·arifier receiv2s pacer mill wast?watei·- onl~· while the other 
~ceives a combinaticn of pulp mill and p2p2r mill wastewatern 
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